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The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable MARK 
0. HATFIELD, a Senator from the State 
of Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This 
morning, the prayer will be offered by 
the Reverend Ronald Cadmus, of the 
Fort Washington Collegiate Church in 
New York, sponsored by Senator BoB 
KASTEN. 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Ronald Cadmus, Fort 
Washington Collegiate Church, New 
York, NY, offered the following 
prayer: 

Lift our heads in prayer together. 
Lord, as I walked down Fifth Avenue 

this week and I saw across the street 
from St. Patrick's Cathedral the form 
of Atlas with the weight of the world 
pressing in against him, I was remind
ed of something more powerful. I went 
inside that great cathedral and saw, in 
one of the chapels lining that great 
nave, the small child we call Jesus, and 
in his hand he was holding the world. 

0, God, too many people in this 
world bear the weight of this Nation 
and the world in their hearts and in 
their consciences. We turn to You 
today in a way of acknowledging to 
You that we place our life, our care, 
our wisdom, and our will into Your 
keeping. 

So today we come closer to You than 
yesterday, that we might be near to 
You, with our uncertain tomorrows, 
for certainly the world is in a precari
ous state. 

We pray that You speak to all of the 
leaders of our country and all the 
people whom they serve; speak to 
their hearts softly, that they might 
hear You in the farthest comers of 
their minds. 

We pray that You touch all of us 
gently in Your being, that we might 
feel Your caress more deeply in our 
souls, a caress that sustains and leads 
us and makes us wise. 

We pray that You lift up each of our 
leaders high above themselves, that 
they might see beyond the fulfillment 
of their own hope; and we pray that 
You take us into Your embrace, that 
we might feel the strength of Your 
comfort, the power of Your encourage
ment, the insistence of Your being 
that will guide us through many trou
bled storms, that we meet the needs of 
the people of this country. 

Above all, we pray for our President, 
Vice President, and all those who serve 
all of the children of this world, so 
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that we might be people who are 
humble to the point that we seek not 
only that which is stronger than our
selves but we seek Your wisdom that 
will make us wise and people of jus
tice. 

In Your name we pray. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore <Mr. THURMOND). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, May 13, 1986. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable MARK 0. 
HATFIELD, a Senator from the State of 
Oregon, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THuRMOND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. HATFIELD thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President protem
pore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
acting majority leader is recognized. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTEN. I thank the acting 
majority leader. 

THE GUEST CHAPLAIN 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, I wish 

to say how pleased and proud I am to 
have my friend, Ron Cadmus, deliver 
the opening prayer. 

Ron is from the Fort Washington 
Collegiate Church. He and Dr. 
Norman Vincent Peale officiated at 
my wedding a few months ago, and I 
am particularly pleased and proud to 
have the opportunity to be in the 
Senate and to have him deliver the 
opening prayer, to thank him for his 
kind and most thoughtful words, and 
for his continuing leadership not only 
of the Fort Washington Collegiate 
Church, but also of a number of us 
who are beyond the geographical bor
ders of that church; but yet, in a very 
real way, we continue to look to him 
for guidance, for inspiration, and for 
leadership. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 

after the two leaders are recognized 
under the standing order for 10 min
utes each, there will be special orders 
in favor of the following Senators for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each: the Sen
ator from Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], the 
Senator from California [Mr. CRAN
STON], the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. PROXMIRE], the Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. WEICKER], and the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. McCoN
NELL]. 

There will be a period for routine 
morning business, not to extend 
beyond 10:45 a.m., with Senators per
mitted to speak therein for not more 
than 15 minutes each. 

The Senate will stand in recess be
tween 10:45 a.m. and 2 p.m. in order to 
hear an address by Anatoly Shchar
ansky and to meet for the weekly 
party caucuses. 

At 2 p.m., the Senate will resume 
consideration of S. 1848, the drug 
export bill. Rollcall votes can be ex
pected throughout the day, and the 
Senate can be expected to continue 
into the evening, in order to make 
progress on S. 1848. 

CONGRESSIONAL WELCOME FOR 
NATAN (ANATOLY) SHCHAR
ANSKY 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

would like to remind all my colleagues 
that this morning, at 11 a.m., in the 
rotunda, the leadership of the House 
and the Senate will be hosting a wel
come for Natan (Anatoly) Shchar
ansky. All Members are invited to 
attend the event, and I encourage 
them to do so, in tribute to this man 
of courage, an authentic hero to all 
who believe in the sanctity of human 
dignity and religious freedom. 

In addition to the welcome this 
morning, tomorrow afternoon, at 2:30 
in the Mike Mansfield Room, S. 207, 
the Senate leadership and Senate For
eign Relations Committee will be host
ing a reception for Mr. Shcharansky. 
The reception will end at 3:30. Sena
tors only are invited. 
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SENATOR HAWKIN'S SPECIAL 
ORDER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Florida is recognized for 
not to exceed 5 minutes. 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member•on the floor. 
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The Senator from Kentucky is rec

ognized to read Senator HAWKINS' 
statement. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 
Senator PAULA HAWKINS has a state
ment once again this morning. I will 
read her statement in her absence and 
on her behalf. 

Her statement this morning is re
garding "Mexico Out Front as the 
United States Major Narcotics Suppli
er." 

Her statement reads as follows: 
MExico OUT FRONT AS THE UNITED STATES 

MAJOR NARCOTICS SUPPLIER 
Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, the illicit 

narcotics industry is booming in Mexico, our 
neighbor to the south. In the past year 
Mexico has replaced Colombia as the largest 
supplier of marijuana consumed in the 
United States. In recent months Mexico has 
climbed ahead of the "Golden Crescent" 
countries of Pakistan, Afghanistan and Iran 
as the largest source of heroin used in the 
U.S. Mexico produces one-third of the 
heroin used in the U.S. and is the transit 
point for another third. As if those statistics 
were not startling enough, Mexico is the 
sole source for an unusually potent new 
kind of heroin called "black tar" which is re
sponsible for the first general increase in 
heroin consumption in the U.S. in the last 
five years. And the State Department, in its 
annual narcotics strategy report for 1986, 
says that Mexican traffickers are the largest 
suppliers of illegal amphetamines. 

John C. Lawn, administrator of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, disclosed in a 
New York Times interview <May 12, 1986) 
that his agency had identified 70 "Class 
One" drug traffickers in Mexico, probably 
more than in any other single country and a 
sharp increase over recent years. A "Class 
One" trafficker is defined as one who runs a 
network capable of acquiring and distribut
ing many pounds of cocaine and heroin in 
the U.S. and many tons of marijuana on a 
regular basis. 

I suppose one of the reasons that Mexico's 
new status as the leading drug supplier dis
appoints us is that for so many years it was 
the model of a country trying to do some
thing about its drug problem. As recently as 
two years ago, Mexican drug enforcement 
was adjudged "an enormous success" and 
"the best program in the world." But all 
that has changed now. Cocaine smuggling, 
for one example, has escalated to a $1 bil
lion a year business in Mexico. American au
thorities seized 10,700 pounds of cocaine at 
the Mexican-California border between Oc
tober 1 of last year and March 30 of this 
year. In this six months, drug seizures were 
three times greater than they had been in 
the past five years along the entire Mexican 
border. This is but one statistic in a situa
tion where drug production and trafficking 
have worsened and enforcement has become 
lax, in many cases riddled with corruption. 

The focal point of the Mexican drug en
forcement program had been the crop eradi
cation program where police and special 
drug fighting teams sprayed herbicides on 
marijuana and opium poppy fields. The U.S. 
supplied 60 helicopters and more than a 
dozen planes of other types for the purpose. 
And they were being used effectively, with a 
corresponding cutback in marijuana and 
opiate production. That too has changed. 

DEA Administrator John Lawn told the 
New York Times that reports reaching his 
office suggest that "the air fleet is not 

flying in the areas where cultivation is oc
curring. They say they are spraying when 
they are not, or they are spraying water in
stead of herbicides." Another official made 
an even more serious charge. He told Times 
reporter Joel Brinkley that " in some cases 
they have been spraying fertilizer instead of 
herbicides." If this is true, that would indi
cate that bribery and corruption of strategi
cally placed officials surpass anything that 
we have previously suspected. 

The State Department annual survey de
scribes Mexico's record of drug prosecutions 
as "a dismal picture." And a senior State 
Department official says narcotics traffick
ing in Mexico has increased so sharply in 
the past year and a half that it has "popped 
off the charts." 

Customs Commissioner William von Raab 
describes the Mexican drug situation as a 
"horror story, increasing logarithmically" 
and asserts they are "doing nothing about 
it." Von Raab blames Mexican government 
officials, calling them "inept and corrupt." 

Law enforcement officials cite as an exam
ple of the arrogance of Mexican drug traf
fickers the terrorism unleashed last Novem
ber near Vera Cruz when 17 Mexican police
men, including five federal judicial police
men, were tortured and killed. That incident 
suggests that the traffickers believe they 
are above the law, and perhaps they have 
good reason to believe they are. When an 
American drug agent, such as Enrique Ca
marena Salazar, can be tortured and brutal
ly murdered by drug traffickers and his kill
ers not be brought to trial, we all have 
reason to be concerned about the quality of 
Mexican justice. 

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

THE LIBYAN RAID: THE ADMIN
ISTRATION IGNORES THE 
PRINCIPLES OF SECRECY AND 
SURPRISE 
Mr. FYRD. Mr. President, the ad

ministration's military action against 
Libya on April 14, 1986, in retaliation 
against Libyan state-sponsored terror
ism, has been widely supported in Con
gress and across the United States. It 
was a necessary and defensible action. 
The professionalism of our fighting 
forces was laudatory. Furthermore, 
the action has apparently now galva
nized our allies into working more 
closely with us in combating the chal
lenging phenomenon of state-spon
sored terrorism. This is apparent in 
the results of the just-concluded 
summit meeting in Tokyo. 

While I have supported this military 
action, and while I praise and admire 
the valor and professionalism, of our 
fighting forces, I deplore the hemor
rhaging of vital military information 
and planning by various elements of 
the administration that dominated the 

news for a full week prior to the raid. 
The military action was undertaken 
only after a full week of news reports 
that quoted administration officials 
revealing the nature of the mission, 
against whom the raid would take 
place, roughly when it would occur, 
what targets would probably be 
struck, and which countries might or 
might not assist in it. Reports indicate 
that the leaks were so damaging to our 
planned action that the raid had to be 
postponed at least once. 

This kind of undisciplined chatter 
might be dismissed as a clever series of 
trial balloons, designed to affect Qa
dhafi or our allies, or both, in various 
ways. However, the paramount goals 
in any operation must be the safety of 
our own fighting men and women and 
the success of the mission itself. We 
are fortunate that Qadhafi did not act, 
apparently on the information or at 
least sufficiently on the information 
that was readily available to him to 
complicate the raid, or even to cause 
us to abort it. 

Mr. President, I think it is very im
portant that the historical record con
cerning this episode in our foreign re
lations fully show and accurately show 
the way in which, and the degree to 
which, the administration through 
statements by its various spokesmen 
contributed to the spreading of ad
vance notice of the anticipated Libyan 
raid literally around the world via the 
news media, allied governments, and 
other means during the week preced
ing the raid. 

I ask unanimous consent that a de
tailed chronology of what the adminis
tration spokesmen said to and through 
these various channels during those 
several days be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

["The understanding now is that a strike 
against Libya is in the works. If it comes to 
that, seldom will U.S. military action have 
been so widely and publicly advertised in ad
vance."-Sam Donaldson, ABC "World News 
Tonight" April 9, 1986 <5 days before the 
raid).] 

["By Friday [April 111, says a top intelli
gence official, 'we knew that we were 
doomed. Too many people were talking 
freely about the operation and too many 
operational details were already out. We 
had to postpone.' About noon on Friday 
NSC hastily convened again in the Oval 
Office and got the President's agreement 
for a postponement of indefinite duration. 
Reagan, says one participant, 'was furious. 
He realized that the operation had to be put 
off but wanted to make sure that in the 
future no more leaks will get around.'"
Time, April 21, 1986.1 

THE NoT-SO-SECRET RAID AGAINST LIBYA 
On April 14, 1986, the United States retali

ated against Libyan state-sponsored terror
ism by bombing military and terrorist activi
ty support targets in the Tripoli and Bengh
azi areas. 

This military action was undertaken after 
a full week of news reports that quoted Ad-
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ministration officials revealing the nature 
of the mission, against whom the raid would 
take place, roughly when it would occur, 
what targets would probably be struck, and 
which countries would and would not assist 
in it, and after our allies had been told of 
the planned military raid. 

The military strike against Libya has been 
widely supported in the Congress and the 
United States as a necessary and defensible 
action. 

But the Administration's inability to con
tain the Nation's most vital military se
crets-secrets upon which the lives of the 
men and women in our armed forces depend 
and upon which the success of the mission 
depends-is a different matter. 

What follows is a chronology of what the 
Administration told the news media and 
allied governments during the week before 
the raid 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

Saturday, April 5 
1:49 a.m. Berlin Time: A bomb exploded in 

the La Belle discotheque in West Berlin kill
ing a U.S. soldier and a Turkish woman and 
injuring 204 people, including 64 Americans. 

Sunday, April 6 
New York Times: "President Reagan was 

asked before boarding Air Force One for the 
return trip to Washington if he would 'hit' 
Libya and responded, 'No comment.'" <New 
York Times, April 7.) 

Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger: 
"We don't have the hard evidence [against 
Qaddafil • • • but when there is evidence, 
we wouldn't hesitate to act for a moment." 
<NBC "Nightly News," April 6.) 

Monday, April 7 
U.S. Ambassador to West Germany Rich

ard Burt: "There are very clear indications 
that there was Libyan involvement [in the 
Berlin bombing] • • *" When asked wheth
er he would like to see the President take 
military action against Qaddafi, Burt re
plied: "I'm not going to close the President's 
options. • • • He's studying this issue right 
now. • • *"<NBC "Today Show," April7.) 

Washington Post: "The White House yes
terday [April 71 privately rebuked Richard 
Burt, U.S. Ambassador to West Germany, 
for saying in a television interview that the 
United States has clear indications of 
Libya's involvement in the weekend bomb
ing of a West Berlin nightclub. U.S. officials 
confirmed, however, that Burt's statements 
were correct. • • • The officials, who de
clined to be identified, said Burt had been 
warned to be more circumspect in public 
statements, not because he had spoken in
correctly but because, as one official put it, 
'he got too far out in front of what the ad
ministration wants to say publicly at this 
point.'" <Washington Post AprilS.) 

CBS "Evening News": "Reagan Adminis
tration officials say they have intelligence 
reports strongly linking the Libyan People's 
Bureau in East Berlin with the bombing of 
the La Belle discotheque in West Berlin. 
The evidence includes intercepted messages 
dispatched from Libya to its operatives in 
East Berlin. Top U.S. officials acknowledge 
that detailed military contingency plans for 
retaliation already exist. Said one source, 
they involve five targets in Libya." <White 
House Correspondent Lesley Stahl, CBS 
"Evening News," April 7.) 

ABC "World News Tonight"; "U.S. intelli
gence sources say that after the [Berlin] 
bombing, there were messages from Libya to 
its embassy in East Berlin which indicated 
clear knowledge of details of the terrorist 
attack and which in essence offered praise 

for a job well done." <National Security Cor
respondent John McWethy, ABC "World 
News Tonight," April 7.) 

Wall Street Journal: "U.S. officials are 
putting out the word that they are laying 
the groundwork for possible retaliatory ac
tions against Libya for its suspected involve
ment in the bombing of a West Berlin disco
theque. • • • U.S. officials said they won't 
decide on any of several possible retaliatory 
measures now being studied by President 
Reagan until investigators in Berlin make 
more progress • • • Options that U.S. offi
cials have discussed include striking un
manned planes on an airfield, Libya's two 
SAM-5 missile sites, or missile-storage area 
• • • Other retaliatory options are aimed at 
striking at the heart of Libya's economy, by 
bombing oil lines or transportation." <Wall 
Street Journal, AprilS.) 

Tuesday, April 8 
White House Press Briefing: "Q: So, just 

to reiterate, you have not now at this time 
made a conclusion as to the extent of 
Libyan involvement in either the two inci
dents of last week? [White House deputy 
press secretary Larry Speakes]: That's 
right.'' <White House afternoon press brief
ing, April S.) 

Wall Street Journal: "Reagan and his ad
visers are united in wanting to respond mili
tarily against Qadhafi • • • but haven't 
agreed on a time or place to strike back, a 
senior Administration official said.'' <Wall 
Street Journal, April9.) 

New York Times: "One State Department 
official, who was openly skeptical about the 
evidence used to link Libya to last Decem
ber's Rome and Vienna airport attacks, said 
today [April Sl that 'I have absolutely no 
doubt this time. We have the goods.'" <New 
York Times, April 9.) 

CBS "Evening News": "Forty-eight hours 
after the bombing in West Berlin the 
Reagan Administration had reached a con
sensus for military retaliation against Libya. 
But, officials are still trying to decide exact
ly what to do and when. Sources tell CBS 
that the evidence, most of it from communi
cations intercepts, seems to implicate Libya 
beyond much doubt • • • What are the op
tions? The easy targets are on the coast
the Libyan missile battery already hit 
during the operation in the Gulf of Sidra, a 
submarine base, other port facilities and ar
tillery positions. More risky: terrorist train
ing camps. Military planners say daylight 
action inland would probably mean the loss 
of some pilots and aircraft. But the White 
House believes there is public support as do 
many in Congress. <White House Corre
spondent Bill Plante, CBS "Evening News," 
AprilS.) 

Wednesday, April 9 
Events of the Day That Were Known at the 

Time 
USA Today: "By 3 p.m., two U.S. aircraft 

carrier battle groups were ordered to remain 
in the Mediterranean." <USA Today, April 
10.) 

New York Times: "Several of the [Admin
istration] officials said sensitive information 
was being shared with West Germany, Brit
ain, France, Italy and a few others, but that 
not all were being shown the same raw evi
dence." <New York Times, April 10.) 

CBS "Evening News": "According to a 
highly-placed source President Reagan has 
approved another possible military strike 
against Libya. • • • The White House 
denied rumors today that a military re
sponse was already underway, but a well
placed intelligence source said that a mili-

tary response has been approved." <White 
House Correspondent Lesley Stahl, CBS 
"Evening News," April 9, and USA Today, 
April10.) 

ABC "World News Tonight": "The under
standing now is that a strike against Libya 
is in the works. If it comes to that, seldom 
will US military action have been so widely 
and publicly advertised in advance." <Sam 
Donaldson, ABC "World News Tonight," 
April9.) 

Asked directly whether he had already au
thorized military retaliation against Libya, 
the President said: "This is a question that, 
as I say, is like talking about battle plans or 
something.'' Stating that the Administra
tion was still looking for proof, he conclud
ed that "if there's identification enough to 
respond, then I think we'd respond." <Presi
dent Reagan, News Conference of April 9. 
Transcript in Washington Post, April10.) 

Events of the Day That Were Subsequently 
Reported 

Washington Post: "At about the middle of 
last week [April 6-12], officials from Rea
gan's National Security Council contacted 
their counterparts in Thatcher's Cabinet 
Office. The Americans said that the Admin
istration had decided to take military meas
ures against Libya, and wanted both British 
backing and approval for use of Royal Air 
Force bases where U.S. Air Force F111s and 
some aerial refueling tankers are stationed. 
• • • Her staff requested that the NSC pro
vide specific information on the types of 
bombers that were to be used, and on the in
tended targets." <Washington Post, April 
16.) 

New York Times: "The discussions [with 
the British] began late on Tuesday [April 
Sl, almost a week before the raid. • • *" 
<New York Times, April16.) 

On Wednesday, April 9, five days before 
the raid, the President was authoritatively 
reported to have approved in principle the 
decision to retaliate militarily against Libya. 

Washington Post: "Sources said that a 
formal national security decision directive 
was signed last Wednesday [April 9] in 
which Reagan approved an attack on Libya 
'in principle'. • • • By Wednesday [April 9]. 
• • • Shultz and Poindexter were ready with 
their recommendation for a military strike. 
Reagan approved the decision in principle 
at a National Security Council meeting in 
the Oval Office after hearing a recommen
dation from Adm. William J. Crowe, Jr., 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 
called for adding firepower to U.S. forces 
before any strike was made." [Washington 
Post, April 15.1 

Sam Donaldson on ABC "Nightline," 
April 14: "Officials here [Washington, D.C.] 
say the President decided on a military 
option at the middle of last week, say 
Wednesday, Wednesday morning, and from 
that moment on, they insist there was never 
any doubt that it would be used." <ABC 
"Nightline," April 14.) 

Thursday, April10 

Events of the Day That Were Known at the 
Time 

NBC "Today Show": "Administration offi
cials say that intense planning is under way 
for retaliation against Libya. At his news 
conference the President only hinted at it. 
• • • And when given the facts the Presi
dent did not deny that he has already or
dered military retaliation. Afterwards offi
cials said that omission was very significant 
and said pointedly that when the time is 
right the United States will respond.'' 
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(White House correspondent Andrea Mitch
ell, NBC "Today Show," April10.) 

Washington Post: "The United States, 
• • • now has 'indisputable evidence' that 
Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi was 
behind the [Berlin discotheque] attack, ac
cording to NATO commander Bernard W. 
Rogers. • • • Gen. Rogers, speaking in Atlan
ta Wednesday [April 91, said, 'We have in
disputable evidence. • • • I can't tell you 
how we get it. But it's there.'" <Washington 
Post, April11.) 

At the White House, deputy press secre
tary Larry Speakes was asked if reporters 
could assume that Rogers "knows what he 
is talking about." Speakes replied: "I'm sure 
you can.'' <White House afternoon press 
briefing, April10.) 

New York Times: "An Administration offi
cial said that Libyan military sites are the 
prime options under consideration for retal
iation, and that among the key possibilities 
are Libyan air bases near the coast. • • • 
The official said that coastal electronic lis
tening posts, including early-warning radar 
sites as well as units that pick up airplane 
and ship traffic, are also targets. • • • Al
though oil fields and oil depots are also 
under construction, one United States offi
cial said that destruction of such sites could 
create problems for the United States be
cause friendly nations, particularly Italy 
and West Germany, buy oil from Libya. 
Moreover, a number of Americans are be
lieved working in or near these sites, despite 
Mr. Reagan's recent order for Americans to 
leave Libya." <New York Times, April11.) 

New York Times: "Administration offi
cials conceded that, if President Reagan 
orders a military strike, 'clearly the surprise 
won't be there.' The official added • • • 'The 
Libyans know as well as we do what the 
major targets are.'" <New York Times, April 
11.) 

NBC "Nightly News": "At the President's 
direction the Pentagon is making final plans 
for a retaliatory strike against Libyan mili
tary bases and perhaps industrial sites. That 
according to defense officials who told NBC 
News that the President has approved in 
principle an attack of short duration which 
would destroy many targets. The sources 
said the carriers Coral Sea and the America, 
currently within 24 hours of the Libyan 
coast, would not be ordered into action until 
the President reviews the battle plan with 
his top advisers. They would include Vice 
President Bush, who is due back from the 
Middle East late Saturday, and Defense Sec
retary Weinberger who returns from Asia 
Sunday. 

• • • Defense officials said the President's 
military options are all keyed to the four 
main air defense missile sites along the 
Libyan coast. Those batteries would have to 
be destroyed first. Only then would bombers 
be sent to attack three large military air
fields. The F-111 bomber is one of the weap
ons the President could use together with 
carrier jets. The F-111 is based in Britain 
and it is not known if the British govern
ment would go along with that use of its ter
ritory. But the largest burden of the air
strike would go to the attack jets on the two 
carriers. Pentagon sources said they would 
be used against Libyan naval facilities and 
military bases along the Libyan coast. • • • 

• • • It is not clear tonight whether the 
attack plan to be presented to the President 
will include a strike against Libyan oil facili
ties. One Pentagon source said that would 
expose attack jets to more ground fire than 
is acceptable, and there is that same con
cern with striking Libya's many terrorist 

camps-the majority of which are in the 
Libyan interior out of safe bomber range. 
But one official said there are several near 
shore which could be attacked. 

• • • Those are most of the options for the 
President and according to defense officials, 
it is no longer a question of whether he will 
employ one or all of them, but when.'' <Fred 
Francis at the Pentagon, NBC "Nightly 
News," April10.) 

Friday April11 
Events of the Day That Were Known at the 

Time 
NBC "Today Show": "The issue isn't if 

the U.S. will strike, but when." <Bryant 
Gumbel, NBC "Today Show", Aprilll.) 

NBC "Today Show": "Defense depart
ment sources say the plan would be for a 
quick strike that could hit the following tar
gets. Military bases near the coast to knock 
out missile sites and missile storage areas. 
Military airfields near Tripoli, to hit un
manned jet fighters on the ground. • • • 
The goal is to strike as many targets as pos
sible as close to the coast to reduce the 
danger to American aircraft." <Correspond
ent Jamie Gange!, NBC "Today Show," 
April11.) 

Reuters: "Pentagon officials said yester
day [April 111 the Coral Sea and America, 
carrying 170 planes and escorted by battle 
fleets of more than 10 ships each, had edged 
closer to Libya." <Reuters, April12.) 

New York Times: "[White House chief of 
staff Donald Regan] was asked by reporters 
• • • whether there now was 'indisputable' 
evidence linking Libya to the West Berlin 
disco attack. 'As far as most people are con
cerned, yes,' Mr. Regan replied • • • 'We 
haven't reached a final conclusion, but 
we're coming close.'" <New York Times, 
April12.) 
Events of the Day That Were Subsequently 

Reported 
AP: "On Friday, when the ships were still 

about a day's sail from the Gulf of Sidra 
• • • one Pentagon source said, 'There 
doesn't seem to be anything imminent at 
this point.' " <AP. April 13.) 

Washington Post: "According to French 
and American sources, the United States 
first broached the question of overflight 
rights with France on Friday, April 11, via 
the militarv attache's office in the U.S. Em
bassy here [in Paris]." <Washington Post, 
April 24.) 

Washington Post: "[Paris daily] Le Monde 
said that Reagan sent a second private mes
sage to Mitterrand on April 11, announcing 
his intention of using the F111s to attack 
'terrorist camps' in Libya and requesting 
overflight rights." <Washington Post, April 
29.) 

Saturday, April 12 
Events of the Day That Were Known at the 

Time 
UPI: "'As part of our continuing consulta

tions on the threat of terrorism, Ambassa
dor Vernon Walters, the U.S. representative 
to the United Nations, has undertaken a 
mission to Europe,' said State Department 
spokesman Deborah Cavin. 'He is now in 
the United Kingdom, where he has met 
with Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
and he will be visiting several other coun
tries in the next few days.'" <UPI, April12.) 

New York Times: "Administration offi
cials speculated that the Walters trip placed 
in abeyance, at least for the moment, a re
taliatory strike against Libya, but officials 
declined to rule out a raid even in the next 
48 hours." <New York Times, April 13.) 

AP: "The [British] Mail on Sunday news
paper said Mrs. Thatcher had 'cleared the 
way for President Reagan to use British 
bases to launch a massive new air attack on 
Libya.'" (AP, April13.) 

AP: "Speculation • • • that the United 
States might be planning to use its F-111 
fighter-bombers based in eastern England 
for a punitive strike against Libya • • • was 
heightened by the arrival Saturday [April 
121 of several KC-10 tanker planes at the 
U.S. Air Force base in Mildenhall, eastern 
England. The KC-10, a military version of 
the DC--10, is capable of in-flight refueling 
and could be used to enable up to 40 F-111s 
to make roundtrip flights between Britain 
and Libya." <AP. April 13.) 

AP: "Italian Premier Bettino Craxi told 
reporters Saturday [April 121 in Milan • • • 
'I don't believe there will be a military inter
vention there [Libya] before Monday,' the 
day of the Common Market meeting.'' <AP. 
Apri112,) 

NBC "Nightly News": "By Monday, the 
diplomatic lobbying tour will be complete, 
and Administration sources indicate that 
means a strike could come as early as Tues
day. • • • Administration sources say the 
president is committed to a retaliatory 
strike, but might be willing to hold off if 
European allies agree to strong political and 
economic sanctions. Short of that, said one 
official, it's just a matter of time until the 
president picks a plan and gives the go
ahead.'' <Correspondent Jamie Gange! at 
the White House, NBC "Nightly News,'' 
Apri112.) 

Events of the Day That Were Subsequently 
Reported 

Washington Post: "After consulting con
servative Prime Minister Jacques Chirac by 
telephone, Mitterrand decided to reject the 
U.S. request [for overflight rights], and the 
French refusal was communicated to Wash
ington the following morning [Saturday, 
April 121.'' <Washington Post citing Le 
Monde, April 29.) 

ABC "Nightline": "Officials here [Wash
ington, DCl say • • • General Walters • • • 
was not sent to try to solicit allied support 
for this • • • but had been sent to inform 
the allies that a military option would be 
used." <Sam Donaldson, ABC "Nightline," 
April14.) 

Washington Post: "By the time Walters 
arrived Saturday, most of these details had 
been ironed out. His meeting with Thatcher, 
along with [Foreign Secretary Geoffrey] 
Howe and Defense Secretary George 
Younger, sources said, concentrated primar
ily on the 'public presentation' of the attack 
after the fact, including the extent to which 
evidence could be publicly revealed and the 
legal justification for it." <Washington Post, 
April16.) 

New York Times: "According to Spanish 
sources here [Washington, DCl and in 
Madrid, Mr. Walters, at a previously undis
closed meeting with Mr. Gonzalez on Satur
day [April 121, hinted at the possibility of 
overflights or use of the bases in the event 
of a hypothetical American military action 
against Libya. Mr. Gonzalez, the sources 
said, gave a thoroughly discouraging re
sponse about both." <New York Times, April 
16.) 

Sunday, April 13 

Events of the Day That Were Known at the 
Time 

Deputy Secretary of State John White
head said: "* • • prospective military action 
is something that only the President will 
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decide on. He has not yet made that deci
sion. • • *" "No, there really isn't a time 
table, but • • • the time is getting short." 
<CBS "Face the Nation," April 13, and New 
York Times, April14.) 

Director of the State Department's Office 
of Counter-Terrorism Robert Oakley said: 
"I can't tell you exactly what General Wal
ters is talking about, but he is indeed con
sulting our allies." <ABC "This Week With 
David Brinkley," April 13.) 

Walters met with West German Chancel
lor Kohl and Foreign Minister Genscher 
Sunday morning and that evening with 
French Prime Minister Chirac. <Washington 
Post, April 14.) 

Jiji <Tokyo> Press Service: "When they 
met at the Presidential Retreat of Camp 
David • • • last Sunday, Reagan hinted the 
possibility of attacking Libya, [Japanese 
Prime Minister] Nakasone said at a plenary 
session of the House of Councillors. Reagan 
said that the United States has firm evi
dence linking Libya to the recent bombing 
of a West Berlin nightclub • • • On Wednes
day [April 161 Deputy White House press 
secretary Larry Speakes said Japan ex
pressed its support for U.S. attacks against 
Libya prior to • • • [the] air raids on Tripoli 
and Benghazi. But this was denied by Naka
sone Thursday." <Jiji [Tokyo] Press Ticker 
Service, April18> 

NBC "Nightly News": "Administration of
ficials say the President is moving toward a 
decision about whether to make a retaliato
ry strike agains Libya; and White House of
ficials confirm the President will have a spe
cial National Security meeting tomorrow to 
evaluate the situation. • • • Today, the 
President conferred with Vice President 
Bush and Secretary of State Shultz, both of 
whom are believed to favor a military strike. 
Noticeably absent from the Camp David 
meeting was Defense Secretary Weinberger, 
who is believed to oppose such action." 
<Jamie Gange! at the White House, NBC 
"Nightly News," April13.) 

Events of the Day That Were Subsequently 
Reported 

Washington Post: "The [Le Mandell news
paper said the White House then sent an
other urgent message to Mitterrand asking 
him to reconsider [France's decision made 
Saturday, April12, to refuse American over
flight rights]. The French refusal was con
firmed at a meeting on the morning of April 
13 between Mitterrand, Chirac, and Foreign 
Minister Jean-Bernard Raimond." <Wash
ington Post, April 29.) 

New York Times: "Mr Walters said the 
United States was ready to act," said a rank
ing aide of the American envoy, and Kohl 
told him, "Force is not our method." • • • A 
senior adviser to the Chancellor said Mr. 
Kohl was "furious" when he read that 
Reagan Administration officials had de
scribed him as willing to condone military 
action against Libya in private while public
ly opposing such a step. "He said nothing 
like this," the adviser insisted. <New York 
Times, April 25.) 

New York Times: "Mr. Craxi's aides, too, 
were shocked to hear him described by 
Washington officials as having privately en
dorsed the American raid." <New York 
Times, April 25.) 

The April 21 issue of Newsweek, which 
was available on newsstands before the raid, 
contained a lengthy lead article on the pos
sibility of military action against Libya. 
Using accumulated leaks from Administra
tion officials, it offered a detailed and re
markably accurate analysis not only of what 

had happened, but also of what would 
happen. 

This time the casus belli was the La Belle 
discotheque bombing in West Berlin. The 
President's counselors said they had worked 
up an "indisputable" trail of evidence con
nection Libyan agents to the murderous 
blast. Two U.S aircraft carriers took up posi
tions within striking distance of Libya. 
Reagan suggested he was only waiting for 
clear battle conditions and a complete dos
sier on the Berlin case before striking.• • • 

With the USS Coral Sea and the USS 
America both in the Mediterranean, one 
plausible scenario was that Reagan would 
send Navy jets from the carriers to bomb 
airfields, missile batteries, radar towers or 
other military targets along the Libyan 
coast. • • • United Nations Ambassador 
Vernon Walters also left on a trip to 
London, feeding speculation that Washing
ton might try to launch a raid with U.S. Air 
Force FB-111 bombers based in Britain. The 
President's advisers were leaning against 
two other options: trying to take out Libya's 
oilfields or hitting suspected terrorist train
ing camps.• • • 

• • • This time, senior U.S. officials said, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff laid out a full 
range of military options for Reagan and 
the National Security Council immediately 
after the Berlin bombing. Over the next 
three days new reconnaissance photos were 
reviewed and the list of targets was nar
rowed; then Reagan approved an attack "in 
principle." 

• • • Pentagon officials were determined 
to stick to the criterion of "proportional
ity" -and they read that as meaning an 
attack on limited targets such as the radar 
array around Tripoli. Then, according to 
Defense Department officials, the President 
and his other advisers decided to consider 
larger targets such as Libya's airfields. The 
military brass went back to the drawing 
board.* • • 

Of all the options, the most likely to meet 
Reagan's guidelines was sending jets from 
the carriers to hit Libyan military posi
tions. • • • The Administration had also not 
ruled out a longer range hit. From the start 
the Pentagon had liked the option of dis
patching the British-based FB-111s, which 
can move fast, fly low and carry a heavy 
bomb-load. At first, according to British of
ficials, Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher 
was cool toward the proposal. But the 
sources said she warmed up after U.S. offi
cial let the British see their full file on Kad
dafi's links to the La Belle blast. • • • In an
other sign the Administration might be 
leaning toward the Britain scenario, several 
U.S. tanker aircraft, which could be used for 
inflight refueling, took wing for American 
air bases in the United Kingdom. 

The President's advisers rejected other 
possibilities as too dangerous. The CIA had 
identified some three dozen camps where it 
suspected the Libyans of training terrorists. 
But top U.S. officials argued that strikes on 
those targets might also hit civilians. Senior 
planners pointed out that an attack on 
Libyan oilfields, pumping stations and load
ing docks could endanger innocent oil work
ers, including Americans and Europe
ans.• • • 

Senior officials in Washington 
echoed reports that U.S. intelligence had 
intercepted messages between Tripoli and 
the Libyan People's Bureau in East Berlin. 
In late March, they said, Tripoli instructed 
the bureau to carry out an undisclosed 
"plan." On April 4 the bureau informed its 
capital that the operation would take place 

soon. Hours later-after the attack on the 
discotheque-the Libyans in East Berlin re
ported that they had executed the plan. 
Then on April 6 Tripoli exhorted other Peo
ple's Bureaus to follow East Berlin's exam
ple. • • • 

In the campaign to rally allied support, 
the State Department sent cables on Kadda
fi's links to terrorism to major West Europe
an capitals. But only the British were 
shown raw transcripts of the intercepted 
Libyan messages. The other allies saw para
phrases. That appeared to explain why the 
West Germans sounded circumspect about 
the evidence in the La Belle case, even 
though they verified the thrust of Washing
ton's allegations. • • *" <"Targeting a 'Mad 
Dog;" Newsweek, April 21, 1986-released 
April 13, 1986.) 

Monday, April14 

The Day of the Raid 
NBC "Today Show": "A high official said 

in Moscow this morning the Soviet govern
ment is in contact with Washington in ef
forts to prevent a U.S. attack on Libya. • • • 
At the White House, President Reagan 
meets today with his top advisers in what 
could be a crucial meeting on the Libyan 
crisis." <News Anchor John Palmer.> "Many 
observers believe-even those who originally 
thought that a military response would be a 
mistake-that the President has now talked 
so tough that he almost has to do some
thing, in order to preserve American credi
bility on this issue." (White House Corre
spondent Andrea Mitchell, NBC "Today 
Show," April14.> 

12:13 p.m .. EST: 18 US F-111s depart from 
Britain. 

4 p.m., EST: The President consults with 
Congress for the first time as top congres
sional leaders are told of the military oper
ation which is already in progress. <Wash
ington Post, April15.) 

Representative Robert Michel, who at
tended the briefing, said: "* • • we got a 
complete briefing on the nature of the 
strike and how it was to be deployed and the 
purpose for taking that kind of action. • • • 
There certainly were some serious questions 
asked by members, and I think rightfully so, 
particularly for those of us who, while hear
ing reverberations that there might be some 
kind of strike of this nature but not know
ing for use and having not been counseled 
or asked for our comments before that 
meeting • • •" <ABC "Nightline," April 14.) 

Asked whether this constituted proper 
consultation with Congress under the War 
Powers Act, Representative Dante Fascell, 
who also attended the briefing, responded: 
"Well, we were informed of a decision." 
<ABC "Nightline," April14.) 

6:30 p.m. ABC "World News Tonight": "A 
debate at the highest level of the Reagan 
Administration raged right through the 
weekend about how best to deal with Qa
dhafi. Officials say arguments were so in
tense that the President late last week was 
unwilling to order a military strike until dif
ferences among his top advisers could be 
narrowed. They now have, officials say, and 
plans have been set into motion to order a 
military strike. 

One major reservation expressed late last 
week was the need to more fully consult 
with America's allies. Over the last two 
days, U.N. Ambassador Vernon Walters has 
done that consulting. • • • There were other 
concerns about not having enough military 
muscle on the scene. Two aircraft carrier 
task forces with 160 planes on board are 
standing by just north of Sicily-a quick run 
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from Libya. Additional KC-10 tankers, used 
in air-to-air refueling, have been flown to 
bases in Britain-available for duty should 
the Administration decide to use Air Force 
F-111s in a strike. 

Another concern was the lack of secrecy. 
Today Defense Secretary Caspar Weinberg
er issued a tough new order for no one to 
talk about details of ship or plane move
ments. Other reservations, many of them 
said to be raised by Weinberger, include con
cern that civilian casualties-Libyan, Euro
pean, and American-be minimized and that 
American pilots be exposed to the lowest 
possible risk. Though differences among 
high-level advisers still exist, officials say 
once the President signed off on a plan for 
action the debate stopped. Now all attention 
is focused on making sure the plan works." 
<National Security Correspondent John 
McWethy, ABC "World News Tonight," 
April14.) 

7:00 p.m. EST: American planes bomb 
Libya. 

9:00 p.m. EST: President Reagan discusses 
the attack on Libya in nationally televised 
address. 

11:30 p.m. EST: On ABC "Nightline," Ted 
Koppel declared: " It has been in the wind 
for days. For a time, in fact, the move 
toward military action was so blatant that it 
looked like a bluff." <ABC "Nightline," 
April14.) 

The Aftermath 
A statement released by the office of Ca

nadian Prime Minister Mulroney: "The gov
ernment of Canada has been fully consulted 
by the United States all along and was noti
fied in advance of its intentions with respect 
to Libya." <NEWSCAN [newsletter of the 
Canadian Embassy], week of April 18, date
lined Ottawa, April 15, 1986.) 

White House morning press briefing: 
Question: "Was his [President Reagan's] 

decision [made Wednesday, April 91 at all 
contingent on diplomatic and congressional 
consultations? Or was the military option, 
once chosen at mid-week, to go toward irre
spective• • *?" 

White House deputy press secretary Larry 
Speakes: " It was to go forward, because we 
sent General Walters on Saturday and 
Sunday and Monday to visit with the allies. 
They were told that the President had de
cided on the military option, and we'd go 
from there." <White House morning press 
briefing, April 15.) 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Democratic leader has 6 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas. How much time would he like to 
have? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The leader has 6 
minutes remaining? 

Mr. BYRD. I have 6 minutes. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I would like as 

much as possible. I do not want to in
fringe on the leader's time. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I shall 
have an opportunity later in the day 
to make the comments that I had in
tended to make at this time. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
leader now has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I am not sure the 
Chair is being entirely partial in this 
little dialog. 

Mr. President, I thank the leader for 
yielding the time to me. 

S. 2439-COMPETITIVE LEASING 
ON FEDERAL LANDS FOR OIL 
AND GAS 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 

purpose of my rising this morning is to 
say that I am introducing another bill 
dealing with competitive leasing on 
Federal lands for oil and gas. I intro
duced a bill last year to try to change 
the lottery system that we now use to 
an all-competitive systems. I have 
been fighting this battle for 7 years. 

The permanent scar on the body 
politic remains. At a time when we are 
trying to deal with deficits, GAO has 
said we are losing in the vicinity of 
$200 million a year under an anachro
nistic system which, if it ever served 
any purpose at all, has long outlived 
that purpose. 

Mr. President, I want to describe the 
system that I am trying to correct. 
Right now there are well over 500 mil
lion acres of Federal lands in this 
country. The Bureau of Land Manage
ment leases this land on behalf of 
every agency, whether it is the Forest 
Service or BLM land. Unless this land 
is under what is known as a known ge
ological structure, the BLM puts it in 
a lottery. Anybody who wants to, can 
pay $75 to put his name in the lottery, 
and once a month, they turn the squir
rel cage and pick somebody's name out 
and, say, it is a 1,000-acre tract of land 
that they are bidding on, whoever's 
name is pulled out of the squirrel cage 
gets that 1,000 for $1 an acre. 

That land may be almost certain to 
be productive of oil and gas or it may 
be wildcat land. 

They have three systems. That is 
one system. 

Another system is called "over-the
counter system." You walk into the 
Bureau of Land Management and you 
say to them, "There is a 1,000-acre 
tract of land out here in which I have 
an interest. Has anybody else demon
strated an interest in it?" They say, 
"No, we have no record that anybody 
else is interested in leasing that land." 
If nobody else has demonstrated an in
terest in it, and that potential lessee 
can get the U.S. Geological Survey to 
say that is not a known geological 
structure, he can give them a $1,000 
check or $1 an acre and walk out with 
a lease on 1,000 acres. 

What is a known geological struc
ture? The U.S. Geological Survey, in 
hearings we held in 1980, said a known 
geological structure is anything that 

has a producing oil or gas well within 
a mile of it. 

What if you had two gas wells 5 
miles apart and it was almost certain 
that everything in between them was 
full of gas, too? Well, anything outside 
the 1-mile limit of the two producing 
wells could be leased for $1 an acre by 
the first person who walks in and asks 
for it. 

Now, if two or three people ask for it 
at the same time, then the tract of 
land goes into the lottery system and 
the applicants take their chances. 

I have said on this floor a dozen 
times that I am absolutely convinced 
that this lottery system we use to 
lease Federal lands is a violation of the 
criminal laws of this Nation. 

I have written to the Attorney Gen
eral time and again asking him for a 
ruling whether or not this lottery is a 
violation of our criminal laws. I never 
have been able to get a ruling on it. 

I can tell you that under the laws of 
Arkansas it is a violation of the law 
but simply as long as the Federal Gov
ernment operates the lottery, Federal 
law supersedes State law and there is 
very little we can do about it. 

The third system we use is, if there 
is a tract of 1,000 acres and that 1,000 
acres is within 1 mile of a producing 
well, then the BLM does what it ought 
to do in every instance: It advertises it 
on a competitive basis and everybody 
submits sealed bids. 

0 1020 
How did I get interested in this issue 

from a State like Arkansas, rather 
than Wyoming or Idaho? We have 
about 4 or 5 million acres of Federal 
lands in my State and 75,000 of it is a 
military reservation called Fort Chaf
fee. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I am 
reluctant to do this, but I do not see 
anybody else wishing to speak, so I ask 
unanimous consent that I be granted 
an additional 4 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the Senator 
from Arkansas is granted an addition
al 4 minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, Fort 
Chaffee, AR, is 75,000 acres surround
ed roughly by 500 producing gas wells. 
The only reason there were no gas 
wells in Fort Chaffee was because, 
until 1976, it was against the law to 
lease a military reservation. So here 
you had this 75,000 acres blocked out, 
surrounded by 500 gas wells. And what 
did BLM do? Why, Texas Oil & Gas 
walked in there and said, "We will give 
you $1 an acre for 33,000 acres of this 
land." They said, "Pay us." And they 
got the land for $33,000 or $1 per acre. 

I squealed like a pig under a gate. 
Some people in Arkansas took it upon 
themselves to appeal the decision and 
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went all the way to the Supreme 
Court. Last year, fortuitously, the Su
preme Court declared that sale illegal 
and outside the authority of BLM and 
told BLM to release the land. 

But here is the real clincher: Be
cause I made so much noise about the 
sale-and why would I be interested? 
Because the State of Arkansas gets 
half the money-but because I raised 
so much cain about it, they leased an
other 24,000 acres at Fort Chaffee ad
joining the 33,000 acres. 

They leased that the following year 
on a competitive basis. What do you 
think it brought? $1,705 an acre. And 
if I had not squealed like a banshee, it 
would have gone for $1 an acre. And 
right now, they are proposing to lease 
thousands of acres of land in the Oua
chita National Forest, Elgin Air Force 
Base, and Lord knows where else, for 
$1 an acre, land that ought to be 
bringing much, much more than that. 

Not only are we losing money-that 
is really not my primary motivation 
for trying to change this anachronistic 
law-the reason I am trying to change 
it is because this system is absolutley 
open for rife fraud and it is being de
frauded constantly by 250 leasing cor
porations or filing services that have 
sprung up in this country in the last 
10 years. They get people to send 
them money to submit a bid for them. 
They say, "send us $125 and we will 
bid for you." So they send them the 
bid for $75 and put $50 in their pocket 
and say, "this is red hot land." And it 
may be and it may not be. 

But the point is the only sensible 
way for Government to operate is the 
way everybody else operates, and that 
is on a competitive bid basis. 

I wish I had more time, Mr. Presi
dent, because I would like to describe 
some of the other abuses. When I first 
got into this, they had names in that 
squirrel cage of the lottery of people 
who were dead and people who did not 
exist. 

I called the U.S. attorney in Denver. 
He told me he had so many plea bar
gainers in his office that he had to 
bring in more chairs. We have had to 
stop this system time and again be
cause of fraud. And they say, "oh, we 
have got it fixed now." It used to be 
you could bid for $10. They say, "we 
have got it fixed now. We have moved 
that up to $35." More fraud, and they 
moved it up to $75. 

The amount it takes to bid has noth
ing to do with whether you can de
fraud the system or not. But I will tell 
you something else: In this day and 
time when we are cutting revenue 
sharing, when we have cut State turn
backs from $63 billion a year to $17 
billion a year, State and local govern
ments need this money. They do not 
get anything of the $75 application 
fee. But if it is bid on a competitive 
basis, they get half of the bonus bid. 

The National League of Cities, the 
National Association of Counties, and 

· everybody ought to be up here lobby
ing for this bill. 

Mr. President, now that I have de
scribed the current system and its 
problems, let me turn to the bill I am 
introducing today. This is a competi
tive oil and gas leasing bill drafted by 
the Department of the Interior. As 
every Member of this body knows, I 
have long been a proponent of the 
need to change the current leasing 
system, which I believe is outmoded, 
susceptible to fraud and manipulation, 
and not designed to provide the Gov
ernment with a fair return. I referred 
earlier to the legislation I introduced 
at the beginning of this Congress, S. 
373, which would establish an all-com
petitive system. In the interest of ad
vancing the debate on this issue, I am 
today introducing legislation that 
would create a two-tiered system of 
onshore oil and gas leasing. This legis
lation was drafted by the Department 
of the Interior and is virtually identi
cal to an Interior Department draft 
which has been available to interested 
Senators and industry representatives 
for several months. 

The Interior draft would create a 
two-tiered system for onshore oil and 
gas leasing which can be summarized 
as follows: All Federal lands subject to 
oil and gas leasing would be offered 
first under a competitive system which 
would require minimum bids or $35 
per acre. Parcels receiving at least one 
bid of $35 or higher would be leased to 
the highest bidder. Parcels receiving 
no bids or bids below the minimum 
would then be available for leasing in 
the second-noncompetitive-Tier for 
1 year. If these parcels are not leased 
within the year they again become 
available only under the competitive 
system 

The primary virtue of this legisla
tion, in my view, is that it eliminates 
the use of the KGS [known geological 
structure] as the determinant of eligi
bility for competitive leasing and sub
stitutes a market-based test. The lot
tery system-or the over-the-counter 
system for lands which have not been 
leased previously-is preserved for 
lands which the market has deter
mined to be worth less than $35 an 
acre. 

The royalty payment under this pro
posal would be fixed at 12% percent, 
and the lease term would be extended 
to 10 years. Rental payments would be 
handled as under existing law. These 
lease terms would be the same for 
both competitive and noncompetitive 
leases. 

The Government's authority to 
combat fraudulent practices involving 
the onshore oil and gas leasing system 
would be enhanced under this legisla
tion. The Secretary would have new 
authority to disapprove lease assign
ments of less than 640 acres in order 

to prevent "40 acre merchants" from 
marketing small parts of leases to the 
public. Specific authority to combat 
fraud, including civil and criminal pen
alties, is provided for regulatory and 
enforcement agencies. 

Mr. President, this draft legislation 
does not represent the ideal oil and 
gas leasing system-obviously I would 
prefer to do away with the lottery 
system altogether-but I think that it 
is a responsible proposal and a good 
starting point for debate. Many of the 
problems which the oil and gas indus
try has raised regarding earlier pro
posals are addressed in this legislation. 
I stand ready to listen to and work 
with any and all interested parties to 
achieve agreement on a leasing bill. It 
is clear that support for a more com
petitive system is growing. The House 
Interior Committee is interested in 
working on leasing legislation, as is 
the Department of the Interior. Now, 
at a time when leasing activity is rela
tively slow, we have an excellent op
portunity to make some changes in 
the existing system which will be of 
benefit to all in the future. I urge my 
fellow Senators to take a close look at 
this legislation and to lend competitive 
leasing their full support. We cannot 
allow the current abominable system 
to continue. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill and a section-by-section 
analysis, both drafted by the Depart
ment of the Interior, be printed in the 
REcORD following my remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.2439 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Federal Onshore 
Competitive Oil and Gas Leasing Act of 
1986". 

SEc. 2. <a> Section 17(b)(l) of the Act of 
February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 226(b)(l), is 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b)(l) All lands to be leased which are 
not subject to leasing under paragraph (2) 
of this subsection shall be leased as provid
ed in this paragraph to the highest respon
sible qualified bidder by competitive bidding 
under general regulations in units of not 
more than 5,120 acres, which shall be as 
nearly compact as possible. A lease shall be 
conditioned upon the payment of a royality 
of 12¥2 per centum in amount or value of 
the production removed or sold from the 
lease. The Secretary shall accept the high
est bid from a responsible qualified bidder 
which is $35 or greater per acre, without 
evaluation of the value of the lands pro
posed for lease. All bids for less than $35 per 
acre shall be rejected. Lands for which no 
bids are received or for which the highest 
bid is less than $35 per acre shall become 
available for leasing under subsection <c> of 
this section for a period set by the Secretary 
not to exceed one year after the lease sale.". 

(b) The first sentence of section 17(c) of 
the Act of February 25, 1920 <30 U.S.C. 
226(c)), is amended to read as follows: 



10360 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 13, 1986 
"(c)(l) If the lands to be leased are not 

leased under subsection (b)(l) of this sec
tion or are not subject to competitive leas
ing under subsection (b)(2) of this section, 
the person first making application for the 
lease who is qualified to hold a lease under 
this Act shall be entitled to a lease of such 
lands without competitive bidding.". 

<c> Section 17<c> of the Act of February 
25, 1920 <30 U.S.C. 226(c)), is amended by 
adding a subsection to read as follows: 

"<c><2><A> Lands (i) which were posted for 
sale under subsection <b><1> of this section 
but for which no bids were received or for 
which the highest bid was less than $35 per 
acre, and (ii) for which, at the end of the 
period prescribed by the Secretary under 
subsection <b><l> of this section no lease has 
been issued and no lease application is pend
ing under paragraph < 1 > of this subsection, 
shall again be available for leasing only in 
accordance with subsection <b><l> of this 
section. 

<B> The land in any lease which is issued 
under paragraph (1) of this subsection or 
under subsection (b)(l) of this section which 
lease terminates, expires, is cancelled or is 
relinquished shall again be available for 
leasing only in accordance with subsection 
<b><l> of this section.". 

(d) The third sentence of section 17(d) of 
the Act of February 25, 1920 <30 U.S.C. 
226(d)), is amended by inserting "not less 
than" after "minimum royalty of" and 
before "$1 per acre". 

<e> The first sentence of section 17<e> of 
the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 
226(e)) is amended to read as follows: "(e) 
Leases issued under this section shall be for 
primary term of ten years.". 

SEc. 3. The third sentence of section 30(a) 
of the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 
187a> is amended to read as follows: "The 
Secretary shall disapprove the assignment 
or sublease only for lack of qualification of 
the assignee or sublessee or for lack of suffi
cient bond: Provided, however, That the 
Secretary may, in his discretion, disapprove 
an assignment-<1> of a separate zone or de
posit under any lease, <2> of a part of a legal 
subdivision, or <3> of less than 640 acres out
side Alaska or of less than 2,560 acres within 
Alaska.". 

SEc. 4. The first sentence of section 3l<b> 
of the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 
188(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Any lease issued after August 21, 
1935, under the provisions of section 17 of 
this Act shall be subject to cancellation by 
the Secretary of the Interior after 30 days 
notice upon the failure of the lessee to 
comply with any of the provisions of the 
lease, unless or until the leasehold contains 
a well capable of production of oil or gas in 
paying quantities, or the lease is committed 
to an approved cooperative or unit plan or 
communization agreement under section 
17(j) of this Act which contains a well capa
ble of production of unitized substances in 
paying quantities.". 

SEc. 5. The Act of February 25, 1920 (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new section: 

"SEc. 43. Actions taken by the Secretary 
of the Interior to develop regulations and 
procedures for a competitive oil and gas 
leasing program or to hold particular lease 
sales shall not be subject to the require
ments of section 102<2><c> of the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Nothing in this 
section shall be considered as affecting the 
application of section 102 of the National 
Environmental Policy Act to the proposed 
inclusion of any lands in a lease parcel or 

subsequent phases of oil and gas develop
ment. 

SEc. 6. Section 1008 of the Alaska National 
Interest Lands Conservation Act <16 U.S.C. 
3148) is amended as follows: 

(a) Subsections <c> and <e> <16 U.S.C. 
3148<c> and (e)) are deleted in their entirety; 

(b) The second sentence of section 1008<d> 
<16 U.S.C. 3148(d)) is deleted; and 

<c> Subsection (d) and (f) through (i) (16 
U.S.C. 3148(d) and (f) through (i)) are re
numbered subsections (c) througfh (g) re
spectively. 

SEc. 7. (a) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act and except as provided in 
paragraph (d) of this section, all noncom
petitive oil and gas lease applications filed 
pursuant to regulations governing the si
multaneous oil and gas leasing system < 43 
C.F.R. Subpart 3112) and pending on the 
date of enactment of this Act shall be proc
essed, and leases shall be issued, if appropri
ate, under the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.), as it was in effect before 
its amendment by this Act. If the date of 
enactment of this Act occurs during a simul
taneous filing period prescribed by the regu
lations of the Department of the Interior, 
all applications filed during that period 
shall be considered filed prior to the date of 
enactment. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act and except as provided in para
graph (d) of this section, all noncompetitive 
oil and gas lease offers filed pursuant to the 
regulations governing the over-the-counter 
leasing system (43 C.F.R. Subpart 3111) 
prior to July 1, 1986, shall be processed, and 
leases shall be issued, if appropriate, under 
the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 181 
et seq.>. as it was in effect before its amend
ment by this Act. If the Secretary posts 
tracts for competitive sale continuing lands 
in an over-the-counter noncompetitive lease 
offers filed between July 1, 1986, and the 
date of enactment of this Act, and if any 
such tracts do not receive bids of $35 or 
greater per acre at the sale, the Secretary 
shall reinstate the noncompetitive lease 
offers for these tracts and shall issue leases 
in accordance with section 17<c> of the Act 
of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 226(c)). 

<c> Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, all competitive oil and gas lease 
bids filed pursuant to applicable regulations 
<43 C.F.R. Subpart 3120) pending on the 
date of enactment of this Act shall be proc
essed, the high bid for each tract shall be 
accepted without further evaluation of the 
value of the tract, and leases shall be issued 
if otherwise appropriate under the Act of 
February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.>. as 
it was in effect before its amendment by 
this Act. 

<d> No noncompetitive lease applications 
or offers pending on the date of enactment 
of this Act for lands within the Shawnee 
National Forest, Illinois, the Ouachita Na
tional Forest, Arkansas, the Overthrust Belt 
area of Wyoming as defined by the Director, 
Bureau of Land Management, by memoran
dum dated February 24, 1986, Fort Chaffee, 
Arkansas, or Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, 
shall be processed until these lands are 
posted for competitive bidding in accord
ance with section 2 of this Act. If any such 
tract receives no bid of $35 or greater per 
acre, then the noncompetitive applications 
or offers pending for such a tract shall be 
reinstated and noncompetitive leases issued, 
if appropriate. If competitive leases are 
issued for any such tract, then the pending 
noncompetitive application or offer shall be 
rejected. 

SEc. 8. <a> Except as provided in section 6 
of this Act, all oil and gas leasing pursuant 
to the Act of February 25, 1920 (30 U.S.C. 
181 et seq.>. after the date of enactment of 
this Act shall be conducted in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act. 

<b> The Secretary shall issue final regula
tions within 180 days after the date of en
actment of this Act. The regulations shall 
be effective when published in the Federal 
Register. The environmental and economic 
impacts of this Act having been fully consid
ered by the Congress, the Secretary shall 
not prepare any environmental, economic or 
small business impact analyses, which may 
otherwise be required by law or executive 
order, when he prepares proposed regula
tions or adopts final regulations implement
ing this Act. 

(c)(l) Prior to issuing regulations imple
menting this Act, the Secretary shall hold 
at lease one competitive lease sale pursuant 
to section 2 of this Act. Sale procedures 
shall be established in the notice of sale. 
This sale shall include tracts which, but for 
the enactment of this Act, would have been 
posted for the filing of simultaneous oil and 
gas lease applications pursuant to applicable 
regulations <43 C.F.R. Subpart 3112). The 
Secretary may also include in the sale tracts 
which would otherwise have been posted for 
competitive sale pursuant to applicable reg
ulations (43 C.F.R. Subpart 3120) and tracts 
which received over-the-counter noncom
petitive oil and gas lease offers pursuant to 
applicable regulations (43 C.F.R. Subpart 
3111) between July 1, 1986, and the date of 
enactment of this Act. The Secretary may 
hold additional sales if he considers it neces
sary prior to the issuance of final regula
tions pursuant to subsection (b) of this sec
tion. 

<2> If tracts which would, but for the en
actment of this Act, have been posted for 
the filing of simultaneous applications do 
not receive bids of $35 or greater per acre at 
a competitive sale held under this section, 
they shall subsequently be posted for the 
filing of simultaneous applications provided 
the Secretary has not yet issued regulations 
under subsection (b) of this section. 

{3) If no competitive or noncompetitive 
leases are issued for lands posted for sale as 
provided in paragraph <c> of this section, 
the Secretary shall lease such tracts in ac
cordance with the regulations issued pursu
ant to paragraph (b) of this section. 

SEc. 9. The Act of February 25, 1920 <30 
U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 40 the following new section: 

"SEc. 41. (a) Any person shall be liable 
under the provisions of this section if that 
person knowingly and willfully misrepre
sents to the public the provisions of this Act 
and its implementing regulations, by any 
means of communication, in the following 
respects: 

< 1 > the value or potential value of any 
lease issued under this Act or portion there
of; 

<2> the value or potential value of any 
lease to be issued under this Act or portion 
thereof; 

<3> the value or potential value of any 
land available for leasing under this Act; 

< 4) the availability of any land for leasing 
under this Act; or 

(5) the ability of the person to obtain 
leases under this Act on his or her own 
behalf or on behalf of any other person. 

<b> Any person who organizes, or partici
pates in, any scheme, arrangement, plan or 
agreement to circumvent the provisions of 
this Act or its implementing regulations 
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shall be liable under the provisions of this 
section. 

<c> The Attorney General shall institute, 
against any person who, given the nature of 
the intended recipient of the communica
tion, knew or should have known he or she 
was violating subsection (a) or (b) of this 
section, a civil action, in the District Court 
of the United States for the judicial district 
in which the defendant resides or in which 
the violation occurred or in which the lease 
or land involved is located, for a temporary 
restraining order, injunction, civil penalty 
of not more than $100,000 for each viola
tion, or other appropriate remedy, including 
but not limited to a prohibition from par
ticipation in exploration, leasing, or devel
opment of any Federal mineral, or both. 

(d) Any person who knowingly and willful
ly violates the provisions of this section 
shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine 
of not more than $500,000 for each violation 
or by imprisonment for not more than five 
years, or both. 

<e>O> Whenever a corporation or other 
entity is subject to civil or criminal action 
under this section, any officer, employee or 
agent of such corPoration or entity who au
thorized, ordered, or carried out the pro
scribed activity shall be subject to the same 
action. 

(2) Whenever any officer, employee or 
agent of a corporation or other entity is sub
ject to civil or criminal action under this 
section for activity conducted on behalf of 
the corporation or other entity, the corpora
tion or other entity shall be subject to the 
same action. 

<O The remedies, penalties, fines and im
prisonment prescribed in this section shall 
be concurrent and cumulative and the exer
cise of one shall not preclude the exercise of 
the others. Further, the remedies, penalties, 
fines and imprisonment prescribed in this 
section shall be in addition to any other 
remedies, penalties, fines and imprisonment 
afforded by any other law or regulation. 

(g)(l) A State may commence a civil 
action under subsection <c> of this section 
against any person conducting activity 
within the State in violation of this section. 
Civil actions brought by a State shall only 
be brought in the United States District 
Court for the judicial district in which the 
defendant resides or in which the violation 
occurred or in which the lease or land in
volved is located. The district court shall 
have jurisdiction, without regard to the 
amount in controversy or the citizenship of 
the parties, to order appropriate remedies 
and penalties as described in subsection (c) 
of this section. 

(2) The State shall notify the Attorney 
General of the United States of any civil 
action filed by the State under this subsec
tion within 30 days of filing of the action. 

(3) Any civil penalties recovered by a 
State under this subsection shall be re
tained by the State and may be expended in 
such manner and for such purposes as the 
State deems appropriate. If a civil action is 
jointly brought by the Attorney General 
and a State, by more than one State or by 
the Attorney General and more than one 
State, any civil penalties recovered as a 
result of the joint action shall be shared by 
the parties bringing the action in accord
ance with a written agreement entered into 
prior to the filing of the action. 

(4) Nothing in this section shall deprive a 
State of jurisdiction to enforce its own civil 
and criminal laws against any person who 
may also be subject to civil and criminal 
action under this section. 

71-059 Q-87 -4 (Pt. 8) 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF A PROPOSAL 
To AMEND THE AcT OF FEBRUARY 25, 1920, 
To PROVIDE FOR COMPETITIVE LEASING OF 
OIL AND GAS FOR ONSHORE FEDERAL LANDS, 
AND FOR OTHER PuRPOSES 
Section 2 directs the Secretary of the In

terior to lease all lands to the highest re
sponsible, qualified bidder by competitive 
bidding as long as the highest bid equals or 
exceeds $35 per acre. This section specifical
ly directs that no tract evaluations shall be 
conducted. All land receiving no bid or bids 
below $35 per acre will be rejected and 
leased to the person first making applica
tion within a period not to exceed one year, 
without competitive bidding. Currently, 
only those lands located within a "known 
geologic structure of a producing oil or gas 
field" <KGS> are eligible for competitive 
bidding. All other lands, regardless of per
ceived value, must be leased noncompetitive
ly to the first qualified applicant. This sec
tion eliminates the use of KGS as the com
petitive-noncompetitive arbiter and replaces 
it with the market value of $35 per acre cri
terion. No change is made to the Secretary's 
discretion to establish reasonable proce
dures for determining the first qualified ap
plicant. However, the $35 per acre criterion 
does establish the fact that lands leased 
noncompetitively are worth less than $35 
per acre. Following the Secretarial set 
period not to exceed one year, any lands 
again available for leasing shall be leased to 
the highest responsible, qualified bidder by 
competitive bidding as described above. 

Section 2 also directs that leases should 
contain no more than 5,120 acres. Current
ly, competitively leased tracts are limited to 
a statutory maximum of 640 acres while 
noncompetitive leases are limited to a regu
latory maximum of 10,240 acres. Most leases 
are between 1,000 and 1,500 acres. This pro
vision would prevent the need for reducing 
the size of relinquished, canceled, terminat
ed, or expired leases before reoffering. 

Section 2 also directs that leases should 
have royalty rates of 12¥2 percent and have 
a primary term of 10 years regardless of 
whether they were leased competitively or 
not. Currently, competitive leases have slid
ing scale royalties varying between 12¥2 and 
25 percent depending upon production. Non
competitive leases have a fixed 12¥2 percent 
royalty rate. The purPose for the change is 
consistency between the two forms of leas
ing and to eliminate the uncertainty intro
duced in competitive bidding by the sliding 
scale. Further, competitive leases currently 
have 5 year lease terms while noncompeti
tive leases have 10 years. The lease term is 
lengthened to 10 years because it takes 
more than 5 years in many instances to put 
an economically feasible drilling area to
gether and for consistency between the two 
forms of leasing. Finally, section 2 provides 
for a minimum royalty of "not less than" $1 
per acre. This would eliminate the possibili
ty of the minimum royalty being less than 
the rental rate on a lease. 

Section 3 allows the Secretary to disap
prove assignments if they involve a separate 
zone or deposit, are less than 640 acres, or 
contain an overriding royalty above the reg
ulatory maximum. This section is aimed at 
preventing the "40 acre" merchant from 
leasing large tracts of land and then break
ing that lease into many small parts which 
can be marketed to an unsuspecting public. 

Section 4 provides for the cancellation of 
any lease by the Secretary unless the lease 
contains a well capable of production or is 
part of a unit plan or commutization agree
ment. Currently, only lands in a KGS are 

not subject to Secretarial cancellation. 
Since section 2 removes the need for KGS 
classification, the cancellation provisions 
are adjusted by this section to be consistent. 

Section 5 provides that actions taken as a 
result of this Act are not "major Federal ac
tions" for the purposes of implementing sec
tion 102 of the National Environmental 
Policy Act <NEPA>. Lease issuance will con
tinue to be subject to NEPA. Section 5 obvi
ates the need to write a programmatic envi
ronmental impact statement, as well as 
impact statements for particular lease sales 
or for future regulation changes. 

Section 6 amends the Alaska National In
terest Lands Conservation Act to make leas
ing in Alaska consistent with that of the 
lower 48 States. Specifically, the favorable 
producing geological province <FPGP> is 
eliminated and replaced with the provisions 
of section 2. This does not affect in any way 
the current leasing program in the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska <42 U.S.C. 6508) 
nor does it have any effect on the Alaska 
National Wildlife Refuge 06 U.S.C. 3141>. 

Section 7 describes "grandfather" provi
sions for lease applications pending at the 
time this Act is enacted. Paragraph <a> 
grandfathers pending simultaneous, non
competitive applications and provides an or
derly transition if the Department is con
ducting a simultaneous filing at the time 
this Act is enacted. Paragraph (b) grandfa
thers over-the-counter noncompetitive ap
plications filed prior to July 1, 1986. The 
July 1 cut-off date will avoid a last-minute 
rush of lease applications. Paragraph (c) 
grandfathers pending competitive applica
tions. Paragraph (d) grandfathers pending, 
noncompetitive applications in certain con
troversial areas only if the land are not 
leased competitively under section 2. 

Section 8 requires issuance of regulations 
within 180 days of enactment of this Act. It 
releases the Secretary from preparing any 
environmental, economic, or small business 
impact analyses associated with the regula
tory process. Finally, this section requires 
the Secretary to hold at least one lease sale 
under the provisions of this Act without 
having implemented regulations. 

Section 9 of the proposed bill is intended 
to provide specific authority to regulatory 
and enforcement agencies to combat fraudu
lent practices involving the onshore oil and 
gas leasing system. These practices general
ly result from a company attempting to 
entice the public into using its services to 
file lease offers or trying to sell the public 
partial assignments of existing leases. 

Paragraph <a> establishes that those who 
knowingly and willfully misrepresent the 
provisions of the Act to the public incur li
ability under the section. The types of mis
representation which are listed are the most 
pervasive. Because the paragraph is written 
broadly, the misrepresentation must be 
made to the public. Private business deal
ings are not covered by this section. Para
graph <b> establishes liability for schemes 
organized to circumvent the provisions of 
the Act. 

Paragraphs <c> and (d) contain the penal
ty provisions. Paragraph (c) establishes a 
civil penalty of not more than $100,000 for 
each violation and of other appropriate 
remedies such as a ban on participation in 
the onshore leasing program. The para
graph has the general civil penalty standard 
of "knew or should have known", but also 
bases liability on the level of knowledge of 
the recipient of the alleged misrepresenta
tion. For example, an oil company would ap
preciate the high degree of uncertainty in 
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predicting oil potential and therefore mis
representation to such a company would be 
extremely difficult to prove. The paragraph 
authorizes the Attorney General to bring 
the action, but this is not intended to pre
vent enforcement by other Federal agencies 
such as the Federal Trade Commission. 

Paragraph (d) provides for criminal penal
ties of not more the $500,000 or five years in 
jail, or both. 

Paragraph (e) provides joint liability be
tween employer and employee, corporation 
and officers and principal and agent. Para
graph (f) provides all remedies are both con
current and cumulative, and are in addition 
to any other remedies provided by law. 

Paragraph (g) authorizes States to bring 
civil penalty actions under paragraph (c) in 
Federal court. A State is required to notify 
the United States of any enforcement 
action in order to facilitate coordination. 
The State keeps all fines collected. The 
paragraph also provides for coordinated en
forcement action between States, or be
tween a State and the United States, with 
sharing of fines collected. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
PROXMIRE 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. PRox
MIRE, is recognized for not to exceed 5 
minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
understand that, for technical reasons, 
it would be desirable to determine 
whether or not the electronic system 
is working and the quorum buzzers 
and so forth are in operation. So, for 
that reason, I ask unanimous consent, 
without losing my time, that I may 
suggest a very short quorum call for 
the purpose of testing the system. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

The Senator from Wisconsin is rec
ognized. 

IS CURRENT DEFENSE FUNDING 
ADEQUATE TO MEET TODAY'S 
MILITARY THREAT? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 

over the past several weeks this Sena
tor has spoken out here in the Senate 
many times on the clear superiority 
the United States enjoys militarily 
against the Soviet Union. Let's quickly 
review that lead. We have a decisive 
technology advantage. We have an 
overwhelming economic advantage. 
We have a huge geographic advantage. 
We have a large and growing advan
tage in the survivability of our nuclear 
deterrent. We have an unquestioned 
advantage in the quality of our 
weapon systems, both strategic and 
conventional. We have a major advan-

tage in the military strength of our 
NATO allies as compared to the 
Warsaw Pact allies of the Soviet 
Union, and we have a well-documented 
advantage in the education, the skill, 
the training and the readiness of our 
military personnel. 

There is not one single significant 
area of military power where a Soviet 
advantage is not more than offset by a 
closely related and corresponding ad
vantage or series of advantages by the 
United States. What are the implica
tions of this for the resources the Con
gress provides for our military forces 
this year? Can the United States con
tinue to maintain a sufficient superior
ity over the Soviet Union without the 
massive increase in spending the Presi
dent has called for? Mr. President, the 
answer is an emphatic "Yes." 

How can we be sure the Soviet's 
won't take advantage of a letup in the 
military buildup by America to step up 
their own military spending? The 
answer is that we have the record. The 
Central Intelligence Agency and the 
Defense Intelligence Agency together 
testified before a panel of the Joint 
Economic Committee last month. I 
chaired that panel. For the first time 
in many years the two prime military 
intelligence agencies of our Govern
ment agreed. They agreed that during 
the past 10 years, a time when the 
United States has been increasing its 
military spending at an average 
annual rate of 3% percent, the Soviet 
Union has increased its overall mili
tary spending only about half that 
fast, that is, by about 2 percent, and 
its procurement spending almost not 
at all. 

Mr. President, I have a chart here 
that shows the enormous discrepancy 
in the last 10 years between the in
crease in procurement spending by the 
United States and the very, very slight 
increase by the Soviet Union. It is an 
enormous discrepancy. We have 
gained immensely in procurement 
compared to the Soviet Union in mili
tary procurement over the last 10 
years. 

Now, Mr. President, this funding is 
particularly noteworthy because the 
Soviet Union has been fighting a war 
in Afghanistan during the past 6 years 
that surely accounts for far more than 
the 2-percent Soviet military spending 
increase estimated by both our intelli
gence agencies. This suggests that the 
Soviet Union has actually been de
creasing, not increasing, its military 
buildup versus the United States if we 
take the Afghanistan expenditures 
into account. So what does all this 
mean? It means that if the Congress 
follows the suggestions of the Senate 
Budget Committee, if it holds funding 
of the Nation's military forces this 
year to the increase in inflation, we 
will be able to maintain our current 
advantage over the Soviets. 

For many years and through many 
administrations the prime argument 
used by Presidents and Secretaries of 
Defense to persuade the Congress to 
increase military funding has been 
that good old perennial, the Russians 
are coming. The Soviets are building 
up. We have to spend more to match 
the Soviets. Now as a former President 
used to say: "That dog won't hunt." 
All of us are aware that we live in a 
more dangerous world. The military 
threat has changed. The Soviet Union 
still plays a part, but the Soviet Union 
at the moment is not front and center. 
At the moment our eyes are focused 
on two areas: Central America is one 
serious military problem. Libya and 
international terrorism constitute the 
other. Do we need to increase military 
spending by billions of dollars to meet 
either of these newer threats? Let us 
consider each of them. In Central 
America the President has been em
phatic and consistent. He has told the 
Nation and he has told the Congress 
repeatedly that he will not send Amer
ican troops into Central America. 
Some Members of the Congress dis
agree with the President's judgment. 

Some of our colleagues believe we 
will require American troops in Cen
tral America. Should the Congress ap
propriate more military funds to pre
pare for the possibility of a require
ment of substantial United States mili
tary forces in Nicaragua or elsewhere 
in Central America? No. The President 
has not asked for such funding. If he 
does, the Congress should make that 
decision when the time comes and on 
the basis of the facts at that time. If 
necessary the Congress can pass fund
ing legislation for Central American 
activities when the President calls for 
it. We should debate the wisdom of 
taking such an action only when the 
situation may require it and only if 
the Congress judges the situation does 
require it. There is no case for increas
ing military funding to meet the Cen
tral American situation unless the 
President specifically requires it. 

How about more military funding to 
cope with the exploding threat of ter
rorism as posed by Libya and others? 
Again, the Defense Department and 
the President should make their case, 
if there is one, for increasing military 
spending to meet the terrorist crisis. 
To date the Defense Department has 
acted twice, vigorously and with very 
substantial force with respect to 
Libya. If the action cost significant ad
ditional military funding, the Con
gress has not been told about it. This 
country's elaborate and costly intelli
gence apparatus and its massive Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marines would 
certainly seem to have the resources 
to cope with the challenge of terror
ism. If not, a more effective use of 
these huge resources, not a multibil-



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10363 
lion dollar additional appropriation, 
should be our answer. 

So can the Congress responsibly 
limit funding for the military to the 
rise in inflation in 1987? Mr. President, 
we can, indeed. We have a substantial 
military advantage over the Soviet 
Union now. It has been increasing dra
matically in recent years. We can 
easily meet our newest military 
threats, in Central America and from 
worldwide terrorism, within the 
present military budget. 

MYTH OF THE DAY: WHOLE 
HERD BUYOUT PROGRAM 
~LL COST TAXPAYERS 
ALMOST $2 BILLION 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

myth of the day is that the dairy 
whole herd buyout program will cost 
American taxpayers almost $2 billion. 
You talk about a myth-this is really a 
whopper! 

Where did the $2 billion figure come 
from in the first place? Total costs of 
the whole herd buyout program over 
its 5-year life will be $1.827 billion. 
This is the total sum required to com
pensate dairy farmers who agree to 
stop being dairy farmers for 5 .years 
and ship their dairy cows and replace
ment heifers and calves off to slaugh
ter. 

But there is one big point that is 
being missed by the mythmakers, Mr. 
President. Assessments are being 
levied on each hundredweight of milk 
marketed by dairy farmers who 
remain in business, and this means 
that dairy farmers themselves are 
going to pay for about $700 million of 
the whole herd buyout program costs, 
thereby reducing the taxpayers' share 
to approximately $1.1 billion. 

This fact alone demolishes the 
myth, but there is more to the story. 
Reliable estimates indicate that Com
modity Credit Corporation [CCC] 
dairy product purchases over the 5-
year term of the whole herd buyout 
program will amount to 33 billion 
pounds milk equivalent. What would 
happen in the absence of this pro
gram? Estimates are that CCC pur
chases in this same 5-year period 
would be around 80 billion pounds 
milk equivalent. 

In other words, Mr. President, the 
whole herd buyout program will end 
up cutting CCC dairy product pur
chases to the tune of about 47 billion 
pounds milk equivalent. And what 
kind of dollar savings are we talking 
about here? With a total of about $15 
per hundredweight of milk equivalent 
purchased to cover initial costs, re
processing, storage, and interest, the 
total savings add up to over $7 billion. 

Engaging in some simple arithmetic, 
if we subtract what it will cost the tax
payers to fund the whole herd buyout 
program-namely, $1.1 billion-from 
the $7 billion savings in CCC dairy 

product purchases resulting from the 
program's operation, we see that this 
program is going to save American 
taxpayers something in the neighbor
hood of $5.9 billion! 

Just to add icing to the cake, Mr. 
President, we must add to these sav
ings the amount in Federal income 
taxes attributable to the buyout pro
gram. Since many buyout participants 
will have income from livestock sales 
and buyout payments not offset by de
ductions, their Federal income tax 
payments will increase. 

Where does this all lead? The dairy 
whole herd buyout program means a 
savings to U.S. taxpayers that exceeds 
$6 billion. Those who hang a price tag 
of almost $2 billion for this program 
around the necks of the taxpayers are 
truly perpetrators of a grand and glo
rious myth. 

Mr. President, this is a picture of a 
beautiful Wisconsin dairy herd at this 
lovely time of year. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
WEICKER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under a previous order, the Sen
ator from Connecticut [Mr. WEICKER] 
is recognized for not to exceed 5 min
utes. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 

THE DEDICATION OF THE UN
DERSEA HABITAT, HYDROLAB, 
TO THE SMITHSONIAN MU
SEUM 
Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 

to remind my colleagues of an invita
tion each of them has received to 
attend a reception at the Smithson
ian's Museum of Natural History to 
mark the opening of a fascinating and 
informative exhibit. 

Hydrolab, the underwater laborato
ry that revolutionized oceanographic 
research by permitting scientists to 
live and work in the sea for lengthy 
periods of time, will go on public dis
play on May 15 at the Museum of Nat
ural History. This unique laboratory 
supported research efforts by marine 
scientists in waters off Florida and 
Grand Bahama Island for 11 years be
ginning in 1976. 

The National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration acquired Hyro
lab in 1976 for its National Undersea 
Research Program, which is responsi
ble for providing manned and un
manned vehicles for marine scientific 
research. The NOAA-owned Hydrolab 
operated for 9 years as an undersea 
habitat at a depth of 50 feet on the 
seafloor off St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Is
lands. 

During two decades of work, Hydro
lab served as the base for nearly 200 
scientific missions involving more than 
400 scientists from 10 countries, with-

out a single mishap. During this time, 
more aquanauts were trained and 
more underwater hours were logged in 
Hydrolab than all other working habi
tats in the world combined. The scien
tists on Hydrolab missions lived on the 
sea floor for as long as 7 days without 
returning to the surface, entering and 
leaving the lab through a hatch locat
ed underneath the habitat. Wearing 
scuba gear, the aquanauts could then 
conduct research excursions to depths 
as great as 150 feet. 

Some of the many research missions 
using Hydrolab included studies on 
the importance of seagrass beds as fish 
nurseries, the behavior of fish toward 
commercial traps, and the extraction 
of medicinal compounds from marine 
animals. 

Research missions using Hydrolab 
ended in 1985. NOAA is now develop
ing a more advanced undersea labora
tory where scientists can work in the 
ocean environment. The new habitat is 
designed to be moved anywhere in the 
Caribbean, and provides three times 
the interior living and laboratory 
space of Hydrolab. It can be placed at 
depths up to 120 feet, and should be 
operational by the beginning of 1987. 
This habitat marks the beginning of 
what I trust will be a new era of ad
vanced undersea research and explora
tion capabilities. 

But what we have in the Hydrolab 
exhibit at the Smithsonian is the op
portunity to see an actual habitat, and 
when you see it you will believe that 
this 16-feet-long, 8-feet-wide cylinder 
was the underwater laboratory that al
lowed scientists to perform important 
marine research. The information that 
those scientists collected from it gave 
the world tremendous insights into 
our undersea world. 

So I hope my colleagues can take 
the time tomorrow evening to attend 
the reception and opening of the Hy
drolab exhibit from 7 to 9 p.m. at the 
Smithsonian. 

I yield the floor. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
McCONNELL 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under a previous order, the Sen
ator from Kentucky [Mr. McCoNNELL] 
is recognized for not to exceed 5 min
utes. 

The Senator from Kentucky is rec
ognized. 

THE FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS 
REFORM ACT AND THE GOV
ERNMENT CONTRACTOR LI
ABILITY REFORM ACT 
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

am pleased and proud to introduce 
today, on behalf of the administration 
and President Reagan, two separate 
bills that address the continuing crisis 
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in our civil justice and liability insur
ance systems. These bills, drafted by 
the administration and endorsed by 
President Reagan, are parallel in 
many important respects to the bill I 
introduced in February to bring some 
much-needed and long-term relief to 
the availability and affordability crisis 
in the liability insurance systems. 
Both bills, like S. 2046, which I intro
duced earlier this session, impart a 
degree of predictability and fairness to 
the award of damages in tort litiga
tion. 

To that extent, both bills address in 
a fundamental way what is arguably 
one of the most serious problems 
facing most Americans today-the lack 
of affordable insurance to cover the 
risks of day to day life in our modern 
society. 

Mr. President, I pointed out in Feb
ruary that we are facing a crisis of 
confidence in our court system, a 
system that no longer seems to bal
ance the need for compensation for ac
cidents and injury with the need for 
restraint in imposing liability for such 
accidents out of all proportion to the 
damage incurred or to the degree of 
fault of the defendant. Then as now, 
we run the risk that this crisis will 
become not only a crisis for our legal 
system, but also a crisis of confidence 
in our Government. 

Worse, we run the risk that our civil 
justice system will become little more 
than a national lottery, with the win
ners being the lawyers and a few plain
tiffs, with the rest of us, including the 
millions of American consumers who 
are priced out of the insurance 
market, the ultimate losers. 

This is a problem that we cannot 
afford to ignore, Mr. President, and I 
have been quite vocal about it. I am 
pleased that the need for fundamental 
tort reform, in addition to possible 
changes in the insurance industry, is 
now generally recognized. Several 
weeks ago two former Attorneys Gen
eral of the United States, Griffin B. 
Bell and Benjamin Civiletti, joined in 
the call for fundamental tort reform. 
Speaking at the national symposium 
on civil justice issues, sponsored by the 
Fordham University School of Law 
and the Insurance Information Insti
tute, both of these distinguished 
former representatives of the Carter 
administration urged substantial re
forms of our current system. In Mr. 
Civiletti's words, "we ought to have a 
lot of reform, not a little reform." 

I agree wholeheartedly, Mr. Presi
dent, and am gratified that such dis
tinguished lawyers as these have put 
their influence behind the tort reform 
movement, as has President Reagan. 
Importantly, Mr. President, what this 
demonstrates is that tort reform is not 
a Republican issue, nor an insurance 
industry issue. On the contrary, as the 
thousands of people who have contact
ed my office over the past months 

have demonstrated, tort reform is for 
all Americans. Without it, what I and 
many others perceive as a fundamen
tal imbalance in the civil justice 
system will continue to worsen until 
the system can no longer cope. 

As I mentioned, I am introducing 
today two separate bills. The first 
deals with tort claims against the Fed
eral Government under the Federal 
Tort Claims Act. The second deals 
with claims against Government con
tractors. Both bills, like the Litigation 
Abuse Reform Act that I introduced in 
February, seek to impose rational re
strictions on the award of damages in 
tort actions in which the Federal Gov
ernment has an interest. They do this 
by putting a cap of $100,000 on the 
award of noneconomic damages, in
cluding punitive damages. These 
awards are inherently unpredictable, 
and are limited only by the whim of 
the jury. Like my earlier bill, these 
limitations will not deprive any in
jured plaintiff of actual economic 
damages, such as past or future medi
cal expenses, or loss of earnings. 

Mr. President, both bills are- ex
plained at some length in separate sec
tion-by-section analyses, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they appear, 
along with the text of the bills, at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

<See exhibit No. 1.) 
Mr. McCONNELL. Let me point out 

two other aspects of the bills that are 
unlike my earlier legislation. First, 
both bills would eliminate the applica
tion of joint and several liability for 
those actions covered by the bills. 
Under current law, a defendent who is 
only minimally responsible for an 
injury can be held liable for the entire 
award of damages, while a defendent 
who is 99 percent responsible may pay 
nothing. This doctrine must be 
changed if we are to return to a sensi
ble approach to tort law, and I am 
pleased that the administration has in
cluded this provision in its bills. 

Second, both bills revitalize the con
cept of fault-based liability, which is 
perhaps the cornerstone of the admin
istration's tort policy working group 
report issued earlier this spring. Fault 
has historically been the basis for li
ability in our civil justice system, and 
it is only recently that we have aban
doned it in favor of universal recovery. 
Yet if the court system is to adminis
ter a comprehensive compensation 
system, as tort law has become, then it 
is appropriate that the Congress estab
lish the reasonable parameters for 
that system. The return to fault based 
liability that these bills propose in the 
connection of Federal tort claims and 
Government contractor liability will 
do just that. 

Mr. President, I am committed to 
bringing the liability crisis under con-

trol. The bills I am introducing today 
put us much closer to that goal, for 
they signal, for the first time, a united 
effort by the administration and the 
Congress. These bills are similar in 
most substantive respects to the ad
ministration's product liability reform 
recently introduced, and they are con
ceptually quite similar to my earlier 
legislation. Consequently, we will now 
see both the administration and the 
principal Senate committees with ju
risdiction in the tort and insurance 
fields working on a common approach. 

Mr. President, the distinguished 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
Senator THURMOND, is an original co
sponsor of this legislation, and I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement 
that he may wish to submit appear in 
the REcoRD immediately after my re
marks. I would urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting these important 
measures, and to lend their support as 
well to the larger problem we face of 
solving the liability crisis. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the request 
of the Senator from Kentucky is so or
dered. 

s. 2440 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Federal Tort 
Claims Reform Act of 1986". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

SEc. 2. <a> The Congress finds and declares 
that-

(1} tort liability awards against the United 
States in recent years have become increas
ingly unreasonable and unfair; 

(2) a reason for this development is the 
"deep pocket" of the United States, result
ing in the United States being liable for 
damages attributable to the fault or respon
sibility of others; 

(3) the sharply varying damage awards 
under the provisions of law commonly 
known as the Federal Tort Claims Act for 
similar injuries are arbitrary and fundamen
tally unfair to both the United States and 
to persons compensated under such Act; 

(4) persons compensated under the Feder
al Tort Claims Act should not obtain double 
recovery from both the Government and 
collateral sources of compensation; 

<5> it is in the public interest to ensure 
that damages paid by the United States to 
compensate for future economic loss be paid 
periodically to ensure that such money is 
not depleted before it is needed; 

<6> plaintiffs' attorneys should receive rea
sonable compensation from their clients, 
but should not be permitted to reap a wind
fall at the expense of their clients and the 
American taxpayer from high awards or set
tlements paid by the United States; and 

<7> the liability of the United States for 
claims filed in admiralty should be deter
mined under the same standards and proce
dures as are established in the Federal Tort 
Claims Act in order to ensure that all per
sons seeking tort damages against the 
United States are treated uniformly. 

(b) The purposes of this Act are to-
< 1) place reasonable limitations on the 

tort liability of the United States to ensure 
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that damages awarded against the United 
States remain within reasonable bounds, 

(2) prevent the United States from being 
held liable for the wrongdoing of others, 

(3) prohibit double recovery of benefits at 
the expense of the United States, 

<4> ensure that compensation for future 
economic losses is not prematurely depleted, 

(5) limit the windfall of plaintiffs' attor
neys from high damage awards or settle
ments, and 

(6) make the standards and procedures for 
determining the liability of the United 
States in admiralty uniform with the stand
ards and procedures of the provisions of law 
commonly referred to as the Federal Tort 
Claims Act. 

LIMITATIONS ON LIABILITY 
SEc. 3. Section 2674 of title 28, United 

States Code, is amended by-
(1) inserting "(a)" before "The United 

States", and 
(2) adding at the end thereof the follow

ing: 
"(b)(l) Except as provided in paragraph 

(2), the United States shall not be found 
jointly and severally liable, but shall be 
liable, if at all, only for those damages di
rectly attributable to its pro rata share of 
fault or responsibility for an injury, and not 
for damages attributable to the pro rata 
share of fault or responsibility of any other 
person, without regard to whether such 
person is a party to the action, for the 
injury, including any person bringing the 
action. 

"(2) This subsection shall not apply be
tween the United States and any person 
with which it is acting in concert if the con
certed action proximately caused the injury 
for which either the United States or such 
person is found liable. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, 'con
certed action' or 'acting in concert' means 
two or more persons consciously acting to
gether in a common scheme or plan, result
ing in a tortious act. 

"(c)(l) An award of damages for personal 
injury or death to a person shall be reduced 
by the amount of any past or future pay
ment or benefit covered by this subsection 
which such person has received or which 
such person is eligible to receive for the 
same personal injury or death. 

"(2) As used in this subsection, 'payment 
or benefit covered by this subsection' 
means-

"(A) any payment or benefit by or paid for 
in whole or in part by any agency or instru
mentality of the United States, a State, or a 
local government, or 

"(B) any payment or benefit by a workers' 
compensation system or a health insurance 
program funded in whole or in part by an 
employer; 
but does not include such payment or bene
fit that is, or by law is required to be, the 
subject of a reasonably founded claim of 
subrogation, reimbursement, or lien. 

"(3) This subsection shall not affect the 
application under this chapter or section 
1346(b) of this title of any State law which 
provides that damage awards shall be re
duced by payments or benefits other than 
those covered by this subsection, or which 
reduces such damage awards by payments 
or benefits by an agency or instrumentality 
of the United States, a State, or a local gov
ernment, or by a workers' compensation 
system or health insurance program even 
when such payments or benefits are, or by 
law are required to be, the subject of a rea
sonably founded claim of subrogation, reim
bursement, or lien. 

"(d)(l) No damages, other than damages 
for economic loss, shall be awarded in any 
action for damages against the United 
States which in the aggregate exceed 
$100,000. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, 'any 
action for damages' includes any action or 
claim, including multiple actions or claims, 
for damages, and includes all plaintiffs and 
all defendants in any such action or claim, 
which arises out of or was caused by the 
same personal injury or death. 

"(3) For purposes of this subsection, 'eco
nomic loss' means damages for past or 
future <A> expenses of health or other care; 
<B> expenses of rehabilitation; <C> loss of 
earnings; <D) loss of homemaker services; or 
<E> burial expenses.". 

PERIODIC PAYMENTS OF JUDGMENTS 
SEc. 4. (a) Chapter 171 of title 28, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following: 
"§ 2681. Periodic payments of judgments 

"In any action subject to this chapter in 
which the damages awarded for future eco
nomic loss exceed $100,000, the court shall, 
at the request of the United States, enter an 
order providing that damages for future 
economic loss be paid in whole or in part by 
periodic payments based on when the dam
ages are found likely to occur rather than 
by a single lump-sum payment. The court 
shall make findings of fact as to the dollar 
amount of plaintiff's future economic loss, 
and the amount, frequency, and duration of 
such periodic payments. The United States 
at its discretion may pay the judgment peri
odically or purchase an annuity for the 
same purpose. The judgment of the court 
shall be final, and, in the absence of fraud, 
shall not be reopened at any time to contest, 
amend, or modify the schedule or amount of 
such payments.". 

(b) The table of sections for chapter 171 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new item: 
"2681. Periodic payments of judgment.". 

ATTORNEY FEES 
SEc. 5. Section 2678 of title 28, United 

States Code, is amended by-
< 1) inserting in the first paragraph, after 

"25 per centum", the following: "of the first 
$100,000 <or portion thereof) recovered, plus 
20 per centum of the next $100,000 <or por
tion thereof) recovered, plus 15 per centum 
of the next $100,000 (or portion thereof) re
covered, plus 10 per centum of any amount 
in excess of $300,000"; 

(2) inserting in the first paragraph, after 
"20 per centum", the following: "of the first 
$100,000 <or portion thereof) recovered, plus 
15 per centum of the next $100,000 <or por
tion thereof) recovered, plus 10 per centum 
of any amount in excess of $200,000"; and 

(3) adding at the end of the first para
graph the following: "If the settlement or 
award of damages includes periodic pay
ments, the amount recovered attributable to 
such periodic payments means the cost of 
the annuity or other monetary cost of the 
United States of the settlement or award, 
or, if the monetary cost cannot be deter
mined, the present value of the periodic 
payments.". 

LIABILITY IN ADMIRALTY 
SEc. 6. (a) Chapter 171 of title 28, United 

States Code, as amended by section 4, is fur
ther amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: 

"§ 2682. Liability in admiralty 
"Notwithstanding section 2680(d), the pro

visions of this chapter <with the exception 
of section 2680(k)), including the adminis
trative claims procedures, the attorney fees 
limitations, and the exceptions and all con
ditions on the liability of the United States, 
shall apply to and be controlling over any 
claim or suit against the United States filed 
under the provisions of the Suits in Admi
ralty Act (46 U.S.C. 741 et seq.), the Public 
Vessels Act (46 U.S.C. 781 et seq.), and the 
Act entitled 'An Act for the extension of ad
miralty jurisdiction' (46 U.S.C. 740).". 

(b) The table of sections for chapter 171 
of title 28, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new item: 
"2682. Liability in admiralty.". 

SEVERABILITY 
SEc. 7. If any provision of this Act or the 

amendments made by this Act or the appli
cation of any such provision to any person 
or circumstance is held invalid, the remain
der of this Act and such amendments and 
the application of any provision to any 
other person or circumstance shall not be 
affected thereby. 

APPLICABILITY OF AMENDMENTS 
SEc. 8. The amendments made by this Act 

shall apply to all actions filed on or after, 
and all administrative claims pending on or 
filed on or after, the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 9. This Act and the amendments 

made by this Act shall become effective 
upon the date of enactment. 

THE FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS REFORM AcT OF 
1986: SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 1 sets out the short title of the 
Act as the "Federal Tort Claims Reform Act 
of 1986." 

Section 2 sets out the findings and pur
poses of the Act. 

Section 3 of the Act amends title 28 of the 
United States Code by adding several new 
subsections to section 2674. 

Paragraph (b)(l) of section 3 states that 
except as provided in paragraph (b)(2), the 
United States may not be found jointly and 
severally liable. Rather, the United States 
may be found liable only for that portion of 
the damages directly attributable to its pro
portionate share of fault or responsibility 
for the injury. 

Paragraph (b)(2) of the subsection pro
vides that the prohibition against such joint 
and several liability does not apply in those 
cases where the United States and another 
person were acting in concert and where 
that concerted action was the proximate 
cause of the injury for which the United 
States or the other person was found liable. 

Paragraph (b)<3> of the subsection defines 
"concerted action" and "acting in concert." 

A new subsection <c> provides that any 
award for damages under the Federal Tort 
Claims Act is to be reduced by the amount 
of past or future compensation which the 
person has received, or is eligible to receive, 
from certain collateral sources. The subsec
tion specifies the types of collateral sources 
covered by the subsection to be: (1) any ben
efit or payment provided by any agency or 
instrumentality of the United States, a 
State or a local government; and (2) any 
payment or benefit by a workers' compensa
tion system or an employer-funded health 
insurance program. The subsection does not 
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apply to such benefits, however, to the 
extent that the provider of such payments 
pursues <or by law is required to pursue) a 
right to subrogation. 

Paragraph <c><3> clarifies that the subsec
tion is not intended to affect the application 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act of any 
State law which allows for the reduction of 
damage awards for collateral sources other 
than those specified in the subsection, or 
which allows for such reductions even 
where a right of subrogation is pursued. 

A new subsection <d> places a cap of 
$100,000 on the amount of non-economic 
damages <e.g., pain and suffering, and simi
lar damages) that can be awarded against 
the United States. The subsection provides 
that the cap applies to all actions and 
claims which arise out of or were caused by 
the same personal injury or death. Under 
the subsection, non-economic damages con
sist of all damages other than damages 
meant to compensate for past and future 
health care or other expenses, the cost of 
rehabilitation, lost earnings, loss of home
maker services, and burial expenses. These 
specified damages, defined as "economic 
loss," are unaffected by the subsection. 

Section 4 amends the United States Code 
by adding a new section on periodic pay
ments. 

The new section provides that where the 
damages awarded against the United States 
exceeds $100,000 in future economic loss, 
the United States may pay the future dam
ages in periodic payments over the period of 
time and damages are found likely to occur. 
The court would make the determination as 
to the amount, frequency and duration of 
the payments, and the United States could 
then make the payments periodically, either 
by periodic payments directly out of the 
Judgment Fund or by purchasing an annu
ity to make the payments. The judgment 
would be final and could not be reopened or 
modified without a showing of fraud. 

Section 5 of the Act would amend section 
2678 of title 28 to establish a "sliding scale" 
for the attorneys' fees paid out of awards 
and settlements under the Federal Tort 
Claims Act. The percentage of the award 
paid out in attorneys' fees would decrease as 
the amount of the award or settlement in
creases. 

Section 5 also would add a new sentence 
to section 2678 providing that where dam
ages are to be paid periodically, the limita
tion on the attorneys' fees will be based on 
the cost of the annuity or the monetary cost 
of the payments to the United States or, 
where the monetary cost cannot be deter
mined, on the present value of the periodic 
payments. 

Section 6 of the Act amends title 28 by 
adding a new section 2682 to chapter 171. 
The new section makes the provisions of 
that chapter, as amended by this Act, appli
cable to all claims and suits filed against the 
United States under the following Admiral
ty statutes: the Suits in Admiralty Act, the 
Public Vessels Act and the Admiralty Exten
sion Act. The section does not, however, 
apply the foreign nation exception <28 
U.S.C. § 2680(k)) of the Federal Tort Claims 
Act to the liability of the United States in 
Admiralty, since such would be inconsistent 
with the international character of Admiral
ty liability. 

Section 7 is a severability clause which 
preserves the balance of the Act if any por
tion of it is held to be invalid. 

Section 8 provides that the Act is intended 
to apply to all actions filed on or after, and 
all administrative claims pending on or 
after, the enactment of the Act. 

Section 9 provides that the Act will 
become effective on the date of enactment. 

s. 2441 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Government Con
tractor Liability Reform Act of 1986". 

FINDINGS AND PURPOSES 

SEc. 2. <a> The Congress finds and declares 
that-

< 1 > the United States has a compelling in
terest in ensuring that its contractors are 
held to fair and reasonable standards of tort 
liability; 

(2) Government contractors in recent 
years have encountered a rapid expansion in 
their tort liability which seriously interferes 
with their ability to provide many of the 
goods and services required by the United 
States; 

(3) as a result, many Government agencies 
are encountering growing difficulties in ob
taining goods and services essential to their 
responsibilities; 

(4) where such goods and services are 
available, they often are only available at a 
far higher cost to the United States; 

(5) among the programs most seriously af
fected are programs designed to protect 
public health and safety, and programs in
volving the national security; 

(6) where liability of Government contrac
tors is not based on fault or wrongdoing, 
such liability often impedes contractors 
from providing goods and services which the 
United States has determined to be in the 
public interest; 

<7> the increasing unpredictability of tort 
law has made it difficult for Government 
contractors to assess their liability risks, 
and has made many contractors particularly 
reluctant to undertake activities that pose 
unlimited or indeterminable liability; 

(8) the high transaction costs of the civil 
justice system, in which almost twice as 
much money goes to attorneys' fees and liti
gation expenses as to compensate victims, 
places an intolerable burden on the Ameri
can taxpayer to whom much of such costs 
are ultimately passed; and 

(9) these and other excesses in the civil 
justice system can and should be remedied 
through appropriate limitations on contrac
tor liability. 

(b) The purposes of this Act are-
< 1 > to place reasonable limitations on the 

civil liability of Government contractors to 
ensure that the United States is able to 
obtain the goods and services necessary to 
further the public welfare, 

(2) to protect the American taxpayer from 
inordinate and unreasonable costs, and 

(3) to limit many of the excesses of the 
civil justice system which subject contrac
tors of the United States to unacceptable 
and unreasonable liability risks. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 3. As used in this Act the term-
(1) "action" means a contractor product li

ability action, a contractor service action, or 
a combination of such actions; 

(2) "contractor" means any person who 
has contracted with an agency or instru
mentality of the United States to supply a 
product or service, and includes a subcon
tractor under such a contract; 

(3) "contractor product liability action" 
means any action or claim, including a 
wrongful death action, involving the design, 
production, distribution or sale of a product, 
filed in Federal or State court seeking dam-

ages from a contractor for a personal injury 
or death attributable to the product; 

(4) "contractor service action" means any 
action or claim, including a wrongful death 
action, filed in Federal or State court seek
ing damages from a contractor for a person
al injury or death attributable to the provi
sion of a service; 

(5) "economic loss" means past or future 
<A> expenses of health or other care, <B> ex
penses of rehabilitation, (c) loss of earnings, 
(d) loss of homemaker services, or <E> burial 
expenses; 

(6) "non-economic damages" means all 
damages other than damages for economic 
loss, and includes punitive or exemplary 
damages; 

<7> "person" means any individual, corpo
ration, company, association, firm, partner
ship, society, joint stock company, or any 
other entity, including any governmental 
entity; 

<8> "product" means any object, sub
stance, mixture, or raw material, including 
any part or combination of parts thereof, or 
an ingredient, which is intended for sale or 
lease to any agency or instrumentality of 
the United States; 

<9> "service" means any work by a contrac
tor performed for or on behalf of any 
agency or instrumentality of the United 
States, but does not include the design, pro
duction, distribution, or sale of a product; 
and 

(10) "State" means any State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the North
ern Mariana Islands, the Trust Territories 
of the Pacific Islands, and any other terri
tory or possession of the United States, or 
any political subdivision thereof. 

SCOPE 

SEc. 4. (a) The provisions of this Act shall 
apply to all actions filed in Federal or State 
court on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) The provisions of this Act shall pre
empt and supersede any State law to the 
extent such law is inconsistent with any 
provision of this Act. Any State law that 
provides for defenses or places limitations 
on a person's liability in addition to those 
contained in this Act is not inconsistent and 
shall not be preempted or superseded. 

<c> Nothing in this Act shall be construed 
to create or vest jurisdiction in the district 
courts of the United States over any action 
subject to his Act. 

(d) The provisions of this Act shall not 
apply to liability subject to section 170 of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1953 (42 U.S.C. 
2210). 

FAULT-BASED LIABILITY 

SEc. 5. <a> A contractor shall not be found 
liable for damages in a contractor product 
liability action subject to this Act-

< 1) for any injury unless either <A> the 
contractor was negligent in the design, pro
duction, distribution, or sale of such prod
uct, or <B> the product was defective, and 
such defect rendered the product unreason
ably dangerous; 

<2> for any injury related to an unreason
able or unforseeable use or alteration of the 
product; 

<3> for any injury related to the failure to 
provide an adequate warning or instruction 
as to any danger associated with the use of 
the product if such danger would be appar
ent to a reasonable person, or the danger is 
a matter of common knowledge; and 
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(4) for any injury related to a defect in 

the design of the product, or to a failure to 
provide an adequate warning or instruction 
as to any danger associated with the use of 
the product, unless at the time the product 
was made the ability to discover and to 
eliminate the defect or danger was available 
and capable of use according to engineering 
and manufacturing practices which were 
reasonably feasible in light of existing tech
nology. 

<b><l > In addition to any other applicable 
defense or limitation provided in any provi
sion of the applicable State law-

<A> a defective product may not be found 
unreasonably dangerous if the defect is the 
subject of an adequate warning, is apparent 
to a reasonable person, or is a matter of 
common knowledge; and 

<B> any alteration of the product which is 
specifically prohibited or warned against, 
and any use of the product which fails to 
apply required safeguards or maintenance, 
shall be deemed unreasonable. 

(2) Such contractor may not be found 
liable for any injury related to the failure to 
provide an adequate warning or instruction 
as to any danger associated with the use of 
the product if the use is unreasonable or un
forseeable. 

<C> A contractor may not be found liable 
for damages in a contractor service action 
subject to this Act unless the contractor is 
found to have been negligent in providing 
such service. 

JOINT AND SEVERAL LIABILITY 
SEc. 6. <a> Except as provided in subsec

tion (b) of this section, joint and several li
ability may not be applied to any action sub
ject to this Act. A contractor found liable 
for damages in any such action may be 
found liable, if at all, only for those dam
ages directly attributable to the contractor's 
pro rata share of fault or responsibility for 
the injury, and may not be found liable for 
damages attributable to the pro rata share 
of fault or responsibility of any other 
person (without regard to whether such 
person is a party to the action> for the 
injury, including any person bringing the 
action. 

(b) This section shall not apply between 
persons acting in concert where the concert
ed action proximately caused the injury for 
which one or more of such persons are 
found liable for damages. As used in this 
section, "concerted action" or "acting in 
concert" means two or more persons con
sciously acting together in a common 
scheme or plan, resulting in a tortious act. 

LIMITATION ON NON-ECONOMIC DAMAGES 
SEc. 7. <a> In any action subject to this 

Act, noneconomic damages may not be 
awarded in excess of $100,000. 

<b> For purposes of this section, "any 
action" means all actions, including multi
ple actions, for damages which arise out of 
or were caused by the same personal injury 
or death, and includes all plaintiffs and all 
defendants in such action. 

PERIODIC PAYMENT OF JUDGMENTS 
SEc. 8. <a> In any action subject to this Act 

in which the award of damages for future 
economic loss exceeds $100,000, no contrac
tor may be required to pay such damages in 
a single, lump-sum payment, but shall be 
permitted to make such payments periodi
cally, based on a determination by 'the court 
as to when the damages are found likely to 
occur. 

<b> The court may require such contractor 
to purchase an annuity making such period
ic payments if the court finds a reasonable 

basis for concluding that the contractor 
may not make the periodic payments. 

<c> The judgment of the court awarding 
such periodic payments may not be re
opened at any time to contest, amend, or 
modify the schedule or amount of the pay
ments, in the absence of fraud. 

(d) This section shall not be construed to 
preclude a settlement providing for a single, 
lump-sum payment. 

COLLATERAL SOURCES OF COMPENSATION 
SEc. 9. <a> Any damages for personal 

injury or death awarded to a person in an 
action subject to this Act shall be reduced 
by the court by the amount of any past or 
future payment or benefit covered by this 
section which the person has received or for 
which the person is eligible to receive based 
on the same personal injury or death. 

(b) As used in this section, "payment or 
benefit covered by this section" means-

< 1 > any payment or benefit by or paid for 
in whole or in part by any agency or instru
mentality of the United States, a State, or a 
local government, or 

(2) any payment or benefit by a workers' 
compensation system or a health insurance 
program funded in whole or in part by any 
employer; 
but does not include such payment or bene
fit that is <or by law is required to be) the 
subject of a reasonably founded claim of 
subrogation, reimbursement, or lien. 

<c> This section shall not preempt or su
persede any State law which provides that 
damage awards may be reduced by pay
ments or benefits other than those covered 
by this section, or which reduces such 
damage awards by payments or benefits by 
an agency or instrumentality of the United 
States, a State, or a local government, or by 
a workers' compensation system or a health 
insurance program even when such pay
ments or benefits are <or by law required to 
be) the subject of a reasonably founded 
claim of subrogation, reimbursement, or 
lien. 

(d) This section shall not apply to any 
payments or benefits received prior to judg
ment if such application would reduce the 
amount of income that would otherwise be 
considered under section 402(a)(17) of the 
Social Security Act. 

ATTORNEY CONTINGENCY FEE AGREEMENTS 
SEc. 10. (a) An attorney who represents, 

on a contingency fee basis, a person bring
ing an action subject to this Act may not 
charge, remand, receive, or collect for serv
ices rendered in connection with such 
action, an amount in excess of 25 per 
centum of the first $100,000 <or portion 
thereof> recovered, plus 20 per centum of 
the next $100,000 <or portion thereof> recov
ered, plus 15 per centum of the next 
$100,000 <or portion thereof> recovered, plus 
10 per centum of any amount in excess of 
$300,000 recovered by judgment or settle
ment in such action. 

<b> As used in this section, "contingency 
fee" means any fee for professional legal 
services which is in whole or in part contin
gent upon the recovery of any amount of 
damages, whether through judgment or set
tlement. 

<c> In the event that such judgment or 
settlement includes periodic or future pay
ments of damages, the amount recovered for 
purposes of computing the limitation on the 
attorney contingency fee shall be based on 
the cost of the annuity or trust established 
to make the payments. In any case in which 
such an annuity or trust is not established 
to make such payments, such amount shall 

be based on the present value of the pay
ments. 

ALTERNATIVE DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
SEc. 11. <a> It is declared to be the policy 

of the United States to encourage-
< 1 > the creation, adoption, and use of al

ternative dispute resolution techniques to 
achieve the efficient, cost-effective, and ex
peditious disposition of civil disputes; and 

(2) the modification of procedural and evi
dentiary rules to the extent feasible to ac
commodate such alternative dispute resolu
tion techniques. 

<b> In order to further the policies set 
forth in this section, the Attorney General 
shall provide to the Congress, within one 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
recommendations to implement such poli
cies with regard to civil disputes filed in 
Federal court. 

SEVERABILITY 
SEc. 12. If any provision of this Act or the 

application of any such provision to any 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the 
remainder of this Act and the application of 
any provision to any other person or cir
cumstance shall not be affected thereby. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 13. This Act shall become effective on 

its date of enactment. 

THE GOVERNMENT CONTRACTOR LIABILITY 
REFORM ACT OF 1986: 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Section 1 sets out the short title of the 

Act as the "Government Contractor Liabil
ity Reform Act of 1986." 

Section 2 sets out the findings and pur
poses of the Act. 

Section 3 sets out definitions of certain 
terms used in the Act. Among the terms de
fined are: "contractor," "contractor product 
liability action," "contractor service action," 
"economic loss," "non-economic damages," 
"product," and "service." 

Section 4 establishes the scope of the leg
islation. The Act applies to all contractor 
product or service liability actions filed in 
Federal or State courts. The provisions of 
the Act supersede only those portions of 
State law which are inconsistent with the 
limitations imposed by the Act, and do not 
preempt or supersede State law providing 
for defenses or limitations on liability in ad
dition to those contained in the Act. The 
section further provides that the Act does 
not create federal jurisdiction over actions 
not otherwise in Federal court. The section 
also provides that the Act does not apply to 
liability subject to the Price-Anderson Act. 

Section 5, paragraph <a>O>. limits the li
ability of a contractor in a contractor prod
uct liability action to those cases where a 
contractor was either <1> negligent in the 
design, production, distribution or sale of a 
product, or <2> the product was defective, 
and that defect rendered the product unrea
sonably dangerous. 

Paragraph <a>< 1> specifies that a product 
cannot be found to be unreasonably danger
ous if the defect is the subject of an ade
quate warning, is apparent to a reasonable 
person, or is a matter of common knowl
edge. 

Paragraph <a><2> provides that a contrac
tor will not be liable where the injury 
caused by the product resulted from an un
reasonable or unforeseeable use or alter
ation of the product. Any alteration of a 
product which is prohibited or warned 
against, or any use of the product without 
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the required safeguards, would be consid
ered unreasonable. 

Paragraph (a)(3) precludes liability for 
failure to warn of a danger where the 
danger is apparent to a reasonable person or 
is a matter of common knowledge. The 
paragraph also prohibits liability based on a 
failure to warn of a danger associated with 
an unreasonable or unforeseeable use of a 
product. 

Paragraph (a)(4) of the section provides 
that a contractor may not be held liable for 
a defect in design or for a failure to warn of 
a danger associated with a product, unless 
at the time the product was made the abili
ty to discover and to eliminate the defect or 
danger was available and capable of use ac
cording to engineering and manufacturing 
practices reasonably feasible in light of ex
isting technology. 

Subsection (b) of Section 5 provides that a 
contractor is not liable for damages arising 
from a service performed for the govern
ment unless the contractor was negligent in 
providing the service. 

Section 6 bars the application of joint and 
several liability in a contractor product li
ability or service action, except in those 
cases where the injury was proximately 
caused by two or more persons acting in 
concert. Instead, a contractor may be found 
liable only for that portion of the damages 
directly attributable to the contractor's pro
portionate share of fault or responsibility 
for the injury. 

Section 7, subsection (a), imposes a 
$100,000 cap on all noneconomic damages, 
including pain and suffering, emot inal dis
tress, and punitive damages. The Act im
poses no limitation on the amount of eco
nomic damages, such as medical and reha
bilitation expenses and lost wages. 

Subsection (b) specifies that the $100,000 
cap applies to all actions for damages which 
arise out of or were caused by the same per
sonal injury or death. 

Section 8 provides that no contractor shall 
be required to pay damages for future eco
nomic loss in a single, lump-sum payment 
where the amount of economic damages 
awarded is in excess of $100,000. Instead, 
payments may be made periodically over 
the period over which the loss is found 
likely to occur. 

If the court has a reasonable basis for be
lieving that the contractor may not make 
the periodic payments, subsection (b) au
thorizes the court to require the contractor 
to purchase an annuity to make such pay
ments. 

The section also provides that the court 
order making such periodic payments is 
final and may not be reopened in the ab
sence of fraud. 

Section 9, subsection (a), requires that any 
award of damages under the Act shall be re
duced by the amount of compensation re
ceived from certain collateral sources of 
income received for the same injury or 
death. 

Subsection <b) specifies the types of col
lateral sources which are taken into account 
in reducing damage awards under the Act: 
< 1) any payment or benefit provided directly 
or indirectly by any Federal, State or local 
agency or instrumentality; and (2) any pay
ment or benefit under a workers' compensa
tion system or employer-funded health in
surance program. Awarded damages are not, 
however, reduced by these collateral sources 
of compensation where the provider of the 
collateral benefits pursues (or by law is re
quired to pursue) a right to subrogation. 

Subsection <c> clarifies that the section is 
not intended to preempt or supersede any 

State law which allows for the reduction of 
damage awards for collateral sources other 
than those specified in the section, or which 
allows for the reduction of damages for the 
collateral sources specified in the section 
even where a right of subrogation is pur
sued. 

Subsection <d> provides that where a 
person has received certain benefits under 
the Social Security Act prior to the judg
ment, the section will not threat those bene
fits as a covered collateral source if by doing 
so the section would result in that person's 
income being reduced for purposes of deter
mining the period of ineligibility for those 
benefits. 

Section 10 establishes a schedule for the 
size of a contingency fee an attorney may 
charge under the Act. The amount of the 
contingency fee that may be charged de
creases on a "sliding scale" as the size of the 
damage award increases. Under the section, 
no attorney may receive in excess of 25% of 
the first $100,000 recovered, plus 20% of the 
next $100,000, plus 15% of the third 100,000, 
plus 10% of any amount in excess of 
$300,000. 

The section also provides that where a 
contingeny fee is based in part on an award 
of damages to be paid in future periodic 
payments, that portion of the fee shall be 
based on the cost of the annuity or, in the 
absence of an annuity, the present value of 
the payments. 

Section 11 declares that it is the policy of 
the United States to encourage (1) the use 
of alternative dispute resolution techniques 
to reduce transaction costs and prevent 
delay in the civil justice system, and (2) the 
modification of rules of evidence and the 
rules of civil procedure to accommodate al
ternative dispute resolution. 

The section provides that the Attorney 
General shall provide to the Congress 
within a year of the date of enactment rec
ommendations to implement these policies 
for cases filed in Federal court. 

Section 12 is a severability clause which 
would preserve the balance of the Act if any 
portion of it is held to be invalid. 

Section 13 provides that the Act shall 
become effective on the date of enactment. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the civil justice 
reform legislation introduced by the 
distinguished Senator from Kentucky, 
Senator McCoNNELL. The two bills in
troduced today represent an important 
step in recognition of the need for 
reform in response to the explosion of 
tort liability in the United States. In 
the last decade, we have witnessed an 
erosion of the traditional concepts of 
fault-based liability, which have been 
gradually replaced by no-fault and 
strict liability theories. These develop
ments have significantly increased the 
number of lawsuits that are clogging 
our court system and have contributed 
to the dramatic increase in the 
number and size of monetary awards. 

While the underlying causes of these 
developments may be debatable, no 
one disputes the dramatic impact that 
expanded tort liability has on our 
lives. Liability, or the fear of liability, 
affects the price and types of products 
we buy, the manner in which we con
duct business, and the price and avail
ability of insurance. These legislative 
proposals provide a starting point for 

our consideration of much-needed 
reform of our civil justice system. 

The Government Contractor Liabil
ity Reform Act limits the liability of 
government contractors to ensure that 
the United States can obtain necessary 
goods and services. The Federal Tort 
Claims Reform Act will place reasona
ble limitations on government liabil
ity. Since judgments against the 
United States must be satisfied with 
revenues obtained from the American 
taxpayer, this bill provides an impor
tant limitation. These proposals are 
based on the recommendations of the 
administration's Tort Policy Working 
Group, contained in their February 
1986 report. I commend the distin
guished Senator from Kentucky for 
taking the lead in introducing these 
proposals and his own tort reform 
bills. I look forward to reviewing these 
bills in the Judiciary Committee and 
further refining these proposals to 
ensure fair and meaningful reform. 

D 1040 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transac
tion of routine morning business until 
the hour of 10:45 a.m., with state
ments limited therein to 5 minutes 
each. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE 
INITIATIVE 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise to 
begin a series of speeches, one each 
day, on the subject of the strategic de
fense initiative. Many people might 
think that the time for this is not yet 
ripe. But I am acting out of a sense of 
urgency, for, in my opinion, time is on 
the side of those who favor SDI. And 
that is not because the merits of their 
case are improving with time: quite 
the contrary. 

Rather, it is because we are becom
ing ever more enmeshed in details, 
while the fundamental debate we need 
over the wisdom of this enterprise is 
postponed. My great fear is that our 
freedom to decide what shall ultimate
ly be done about SDI will have quietly 
evaporated by the time we come to the 
point of exercizing it. 

My comments in this first speech 
today will be directed toward what 
ought to be a simple matter: the prob
lem of defining what SDI means. All 
of us, of course, are familiar with what 
has become the classic exposition of 
SDI, given in the President's very first 
speech about it, 3 years ago. We 
needed, he said, to find in our technol
ogy the means to render nuclear weap
ons "impotent and obsolete." 

That phrase may have amused some 
experts, but without question it cap-
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tured the imagination of millions of 
Americans. Their belief in the bril
liance of our scientists and engineers 
and their trust in the President have 
amounted to a political mandate for 
SDI, which, I venture to say, everyone 
of us in the Senate has experienced in 
one degree or another through our 
contacts with the electorate. 

But, as all of us know, a mandate in
volves an expectation that a certain 
thing, having been promised, will be 
produced. And that is the rub. What 
the President promised not once, but 
many times, is the enormously appeal
ing notion of sanctuary from nuclear 
destruction-not just for ourselves, 
nor even just for ourselves and our 
allies, but even for the Soviets-and 
not just from ballistic missiles, but 
from nuclear weapons of virtually any 
kind. 

It was a promise that we could aban
don the balance of terror; that we 
could base our security in the future 
on the ability to defend ourselves from 
attack, rather than on our ability to 
threaten others with retaliation. No 
President has ever expressed a more 
sweeping agenda for escaping the nu
clear threat since the days when it was 
still our policy to speak about general 
and complete disarmament. 

Unfortunately, science and engineer
ing-though no strangers to opportun
ism-do not, in the end, respect such 
commitments if the facts just are not 
there. And, to be fair, we were often 
told during the early days of debate 
about the SDI, that its sole purpose 
was to find out precisely whether a 
perfected defense was in the cards. 

That was certainly the spirit of the 
so-called "Nitze criteria." While the 
President spoke to the man-in-the
street, Paul Nitze appealed to the ex
perts: he said to them that they ought 
not to be alarmed at the scope of SDI. 
The strategic defense initiative would 
not only uncover whether the laws of 
physics would support the President's 
dream, but whether the laws of eco
nomics would as well. 

In a memorable speech, he gave as
surances that-even if scientifically 
feasible-SDI would never be erected, 
unless it also proved to be cost effec
tive; that is, less expensive for us to 
expand our defenses than for the Sovi
ets to expand their nuclear arsenal. 

For many students of this subject, 
the Nitze criteria became an integral 
part of what SDI was all about. More 
than anything else, it helped to create 
a more specialized, but vital, mandate 
from those whose skepticism might 
have destroyed star wars' credibility 
had it been expressed promptly, 
rather than deferred. 

With time, however, it has become 
increasingly clear that the odds 
against realizing the President's goals 
in the near future are nil, and that the 
Nitze criteria are an embarassment be
cause they are too concrete. Unfortu-

nately, unlike any other scientific ex
ploration, SDI is under political orders 
to succeed: to find, at any cost, and at 
any stretch of the imagination, some 
set of technologies which will serve to 
bear the name, though not fulfill any 
of the hopes, of what the President 
promised. 

And so, we have entered a strange 
dialog with many of those working on 
SDI. In unison, they tell us that their 
objective is to determine whether it is 
possible to realize the President's con
ceptions. But the viewgraphs they 
show us, and the studies they submit, 
are all pitched to something quite dif
ferent: a difference not in degree but 
in kind. 

What we see rapidly emerging is a 
version of SDI-let us call it "SDI 
11"-comprising near-term technol
ogies. Bear in mind that these are 
technologies which admittedly cannot 
come close to defending the popula
tion. All they might do, if they work at 
all, is to complicate a Soviet first
strike against United States strategic 
assets. Which brings us, in effect, 
right back to where we were in the 
great ABM debate of the late 1960's: 
asking whether taking such a step 
would be more likely to stimulate, 
rather than calm, the strategic arms 
race. 

Now, if this shift in emphasis had 
been communicated by the technicians 
to the President, and by him to the 
people, that would be fair enough. But 
the President in fact continues to talk 
about his version of SDI, while, with a 
knowing wink and a shrug, the special
ists are saying in so many words: 
"That's for never-never-land; pay it no 
mind; star wars is what we say it is, be
cause we understand what we are talk
ing about, and the President doesn't." 
It is as if they hold the President's 
view of SDI in intellectual contempt. 

The same thing holds true for the 
Nitze criteria, except there the SDI 
managers and technocrats do not have 
to worry about contradicting a Presi
dent. They merely come before Con
gress, as Secretary Weinberger has al
ready done, and declare that the con
cept of cost-effectiveness has no appli
cation where SDI is concerned: that 
the only choice for us is something 
called "affordability," which means, 
"If you want it bad enough, you buy 
it, even if you can't really afford it." 

Now, there is nothing new about 
such tactics. In another context they 
are well known by the term "bait and 
switch." You advertise one model, and 
when the customer shows up he has a 
choice of something else that costs 
him more for less value. It is bad 
enough in the show-room; it is disas
trous in the conduct of the political 
life of a democracy. It is the American 
people, the source of all legitimate 
power in our Nation, who are being de
ceived. 

What the President sold the public 
was the notion of investing some 
money to see if science could pull off a 
near miracle. He is still offering the 
same promise. But what others have 
been forced to concede is that they 
can only offer something of much 
lesser importance. 

Nonetheless, it is their intention to 
commit this Nation to their alterna
tive irrevocably, while the present ad
ministration is still in office. And, if, in 
order to succeed in their purpose, they 
must destroy all other alternative 
courses of action for the country-be 
they in arms control or in the develop
ment of more stable strategic forces
they are zealous to do it. 

Mr. President, we must recognize 
that the crisis of national decison con
cerning SDI is therefore upon us now, 
rather than a decade away, and that 
the need to debate this question at the 
level of first principles is therefore of 
the greatest urgency. 

WALTER SHEFFER: A TRIBUTE 
TO THE RESILIENCY OF 
OLDER AMERICANS 
Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, the 

American population is aging. More 
than 16 percent of our citizens in 1980 
were 65 years old or older. It is esti
mated that that percentage will 
expand to more than 27 percent by 
the year 2050. 

And that segment of our population 
is itself aging. The 75-plus group cur
rently is the fastest growing group of 
Americans. It is increasingly likely 
that many of our older Americans will 
have surviving parents • • • four gen
eration families are becoming more 
and more common • * • almost half of 
all persons 65 or older have great
grandchildren. 

In my home State of Wisconsin, 
almost 13 percent of the population is 
65 or older. 

Mr. President, statistics like these 
bring two thoughts to mind. 

First of all, as a society we must be 
prepared to deal with the physical and 
emotional problems of aging. Not just 
through increased funding for Medi
care and Medicaid, and not just by 
protecting Social Security benefits for 
older Americans, but through a 
heightened awareness of aging and all 
that aging means, both to the individ
ual and to that person's family, loved 
ones, and colleagues. 

Second, those statistics point to an 
increasingly large segment of the pop
ulation that is underutilized by our so
ciety. 

Granted, the last two decades have 
witnessed a growing sensitivity to the 
rights of elders. Organizations such as 
the American Association of Retired 
Persons, the Gray Panthers, the Na
tional Council of Senior Citizens, Na
tional Council on Aging, and others 
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have heightened public awareness 
both of the challenges facing older 
Americans and what older Americans 
have to offer. 

And, yes, the Federal Government, 
recognizing the strength of elderly 
Americans, has developed several pro
grams that enable seniors to help 
others. The Service Corps of Retired 
Executives [SCORE] attracts many re
tired business people who serve as ad
visors for community organizations 
and small businesses; Retired Senior 
Volunteer Programs [RSVP] provides 
assistance in hospitals, libraries, and 
schools. 

But, most Americans over 65 no 
longer work. And while some 20 per
cent of elderly men and 8 percent of 
elderly women are employed, many 
others might choose to work had they 
good health and if potential employers 
recognized their talents. 

Surveys indicate that older employ
ees are as productive and efficient as 
younger workers and that they actual
ly miss fewer days of work and have 
fewer accidents on the job. 

When I say underutilized, Mr. Presi
dent, I mean a segment of our popula
tion that too often is cast aside as 
being "too old to work." 

But I also mean those elderly Ameri
cans who are packed off to a hospital, 
or nursing home, or retirement com
munity and forgotten by "productive" 
society. Many of these citizens can, 
through rehabilitation, overcome 
physical or mental disabilities, fight 
through diseases and illness, and once 
again take control of their lives and 
interact with their fellows. 

America's older citizens are one of 
our greatest untapped natural re
sources who with proper physical care, 
emotional guidance, and spirited en
couragement, can continue to be 
highly productive. 

So, today I also am thinking about 
how we can ease the process of aging, 
and of how we can collectively draw on 
the talents, the experience, and the 
knowledge of this increasingly large 
segment of our society. 

Mr. President, May is Older Ameri
cans' Month and this is National Nurs
ing Homes Week. While we should 
never lose sight of the significant con
tributions and special talents of the el
derly, this is a good time to take notice 
of the accomplishments of these 
Americans and these special care fa
cilities. 

I offer as a tribute to the resiliency 
of older Americans the story of Mr. 
Walter Sheffer. 

Walter Sheffer, now 67 years old, 
was a household name in my home
town of Milwaukee in the fifties, six
ties and seventies. He was one of the 
preeminent portrait photographers in 
that Great Lakes community, and na
tionally and internationally. He count
ed among his clients and friends such 
famous Americans as James Stewart, 

Talulah Bankhead, and Renny Young
man. 

He captured on black and white film 
the political and social leaders of his 
time. His creativity and expertise in 
the darkroom was the source of inspi
ration for a younger generation of 
photographers, many of whom he per
sonally instructed at Milwaukee's 
Layton School of Art, and for those 
fortunate enough to see those por
traits. 

In his prime, Walter Sheffer's name 
was frequently in the papers. He was, 
in the words of a fellow Milwaukean, 
"a successful photographer in the 
world of the social elite." 

But that was when he was in his 
prime. Walter Sheffer, like so many 
talented, gifted individuals, suffered a 
setback. His came in the form of 
severe arthritis when he was in his 
late fifties. 

His doctors told him he would never 
walk again, that the best he could look 
forward to was life in a wheelchair. 
Seven years ago, ailing and desolute, 
he became a resident of the River 
Hills East Nursing Home in Milwaukee 
and abandoned any thought of ever 
again practicing his craft. 

But Mr. Sheffer's story did not end 
in a wheelchair in the River Hills East 
home. For the overriding emphasis at 
River Hills East, as it is in so many 
nursing homes, is the rehabilitation of 
its residents. For many residents, it 
may mean simply learning again how 
to feed oneself, or how to bathe one
self, or how to keep a room clean. 

For Walter Sheffer, it meant reopen
ing the door he had closed to a talent 
Milwaukeans had enjoyed for years. 

About 2 years ago, Mr. President, a 
Milwaukee artist by the name of Sue 
Bartfield went to River Hills East to 
do a project for Jewish Vocational 
Services, a group that works with the 
disabled by getting them involved in 
the arts. Among the River Hills East 
residents that she interviewed for this 
project was Walter Sheffer. 

Sue Bartfield recognized who he 
was, and, with the guidance and en
couragement of the nursing home 
staff, began to pull Walter Sheffer out 
of his shell and back into a productive 
life. 

She worked with Walter daily, bring
ing him new clothes, driving him 
around town, talking to him about his 
craft and her interest in learning pho
tography. Perhaps it was the teacher 
in Walter, perhaps it was the emotion
al union with a fellow artist, perhaps 
it was the special sharing between the 
generations, whatever it was, Walter 
responded. 

One afternoon when Sue came to 
visit, Walter had his camera equip
ment out of storage. Another day, he 
had some of his old photographs there 
for her to see. Finally, he set up his 
dark room equipment and began in 
earnest to create again the stunning, 

emotion-packed photographs for 
which he had been so famous. 

And suddenly what had been, what 
was only past glory, became a new re
ality for Walter Sheffer. 

With the help of River Hills East, he 
worked through the pain of arthritis, 
determined not to be wheelchair
bound. 

With Sue Bartfield, he embarked on 
a new photographic essay on older 
Americans. That essay, called "The 
Faces of Aging," premiered in Milwau
kee in 1985 and since then has been 
shown in Illinois and California. 

Tonight, Walter Sheffer and "The 
Faces of Aging" will be honored at a 
reception at the National Council on 
Aging's Art Gallery at 600 Maryland 
Avenue. I urge my colleagues to attend 
and see this critically acclaimed photo
graphic essay. 

His coming to Washington is espe
cially meaningful to me, because 
Walter Sheffer photographed me with 
my brother and two sisters when I was 
in high school in Milwaukee. That 
photograph is in my office here on 
Capitol Hill. 

Mr. President, Walter Sheffer's jour
ney back to a productive life has been 
dramatic. He now plays organ for his 
fellow River Hills East residents at 
breakfast each day. He is the presi
dent of the home's gardening club. He 
takes pictures for the in-house news
letter. 

And he has brought to the residents 
of this Milwaukee nursing home a new 
dignity as these men and women enjoy 
the anonymous acclaim of having 
their faces seen by countless Ameri
cans who are learning through them 
of the pain, the joys, the dignity of 
growing old. 

The story of Walter Sheffer is a 
story repeated countless times in 
many nursing homes throughout 
America. Every day, men and women 
considered too old or too debilitated or 
too ill to care for themselves are be
coming self-sufficient. Many even 
leave the nursing home to return to 
their families. 

As one nursing home official told 
me, "The misconception about nursing 
homes is that people never get better; 
people just get old, go there and die. 
But our home is like a revolving door. 
They come, and they go back out 
again. And many of those who can't 
leave, for physical or emotional rea
sons, still can realize tremendous 
growth. They run the gift shop; they 
help serve the lunches • • • they 
become extremely active and they 
have responsibilities." 

Mr. President, that is the fundamen
tal lesson of the Walter Sheffer story. 
The acclaim his rehabilitation is re
ceiving may not be typical for other 
older Americans, but it is an example 
of their resiliency, and of their ability 
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to find new avenues of expression and 
vitality. 

I applaud Walter Sheffer and his 
successful struggle to return to a pro
ductive life. And in this national Older 
Americans' Month, I congratulate all 
elderly Americans for their contribu
tions-past, and present, and future
to the strength of our society. 

DEATH OF MARY GOHLKE 
Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 

was saddened to learn of the death of 
Mary Gohlke. On March 9, 1981, Mary 
Gohlke became only the fourth person 
in history to receive a heart-lung 
transplant. 

Transplant operations are common
place today, but that was not the case 
5 years ago. Mary, of Scottsdale, AZ, 
contacted my office when she was di
agnosed as having cardiopulmonary 
hypertension. With the assistance of a 
then-new medication, the experimen
tal operation could be done. That ex
perimental operation added 5 years to 
Mary's life. 

Doctors were skeptical and, previous 
to Mary, the longest living recipient of 
a heart-lung transplant survived only 
23 days-the odds were not exactly in 
Mary's favor. But Mary wanted to live 
more than she wanted to die and she 
defied those odds. After her operation 
she became an outspoken advocate for 
organ donation. 

Over 140 heart-lung transplant oper
ations have been done since Mary's 
surgery. She has given more to this 
world than she could possibly take. 
Her bravery serves as a beacon to 
those in similar situations who face 
certain death, and has proven that 
with determination and strength, 
almost anything is possible. Mary's 
message was simple, "Don't quit!" 
Mary didn't quit; she fought until the 
very end. 

OBANDO Y BRAVO SPEAKS OUT 
Mr. DENTON. Mr. President, yester

day's Washington Post carried an arti
cle by the courageous archbishop of 
Managua, Cardinal Obando Y Bravo. 
Having met with the cardinal on sever
al occasions, both here in Washington 
and in Mana~. I wish to bring his 
writing to my colleagues' attention. I 
know him to be a humble man, a man 
of great courage, and a man of great 
faith, faith not only in God but in his 
people. 

Furthermore, notwithstanding the 
naked efforts of the Sandinista regime 
to discredit and isolate him from his 
flock, Cardinal Obando Y Bravo has 
remained a hero to the repressed and 
abused majority in Nicaragua. His stal
wart defense of freedom and his un
willingness to be manipulated by the 
political forces at work in Nicaragua 
has made with a true shepherd and a 

beacon of hope for the Nicaraguan 
people. 

In his article, the cardinal clearly de
scribes the precarious situation of the 
Catholic Church in Nicaragua. I am 
deeply moved by his statement: 

I felt then that I ought to tell the truth 
and speak as a prophet speaks, even at the 
risk of being a "voice that crieth in the wil
derness." I would explain to those that have 
ears to hear the sensitive situation of our 
Church and the serious danger we place 
ourselves in simply <by) speaking out. 

He then does not hesitate to explain 
the reality of Nicaragua today, where 
thousands flee from Sandinista tyran
ny and those who remain suffer under, 
and I quote, "The most terrible viola
tion of freedom of the press and of 
speech in the history of our country." 
In eloquent words, which become 
almost a plea, he calls our attention to 
"the progressive and suffocating re
striction of public liberties of an inter
minable national emergency law and 
the continual violation of human 
rights." 

Cardinal Obando y Bravo's call is for 
reconciliation, for the genuine dialog 
that has been categorically and re
peatedly rejected by the Sandinista 
regime. Our task, in guiding United 
States policy toward Nicaragua, must 
be to help bring about that dialog. 

The carginal carefully explains that 
he cannot comment on the content of 
U.S. policy, and why he cannot do so. 
We cannot use him to sanction our de
cision. Whichever side we are on, he 
will justify us. But the courageous car
dinal has made sure that we will have 
the facts upon which to base our deci
sion. 

I only hope that my colleagues will 
choose to act for freedom in Nicaragua 
rather than to acquiesce in the fur
ther and permanent enslavement of 
the Nicaraguan people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of Cardinal Miguel 
Obando y Bravo's article be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NICARAGUA: THE SANDINISTAS HAVE GAGGED 
AND BOUND Us 

<In an effort to illuminate the internal Nica
raguan scene while Congress is consider
ing whether to resume military aid to the 
Nicaraguan contras, we invited Cardinal 
Miguel Obando y Bravo, archbishop of 
Managua, to give his views) 
Your message asking me for an article ar

rived on Sunday, April 13, just as I finished 
celebrating Mass, and my first decision was 
not to grant your request. I must not con
fuse my pastoral mission with others, how
ever worthy, such as politics or journalism, 
which are different from the mission that 
our Lord has entrusted to me. But, I am not 
obligated to keep silent either. As a man, as 
a citizen, as a Christian and even as a 
bishop, I have certain duties that I must ful
fill, and these duties compel me to grant 
your request. 

In the Mass I just celebrated, I had to an
nounce, with great sorrow, that some of the 
offices of the Curia, occupied by the State 
Security Police since October 1985, had 
been confiscated by government order, de
spite the fact that they were built on land 
occupied by the Apostolic Nunciature. 

In these offices there was a small printing 
press donated by the German Bishops' Con
ference, which was used to print our bulle
tin "Iglesia," a strictly intra-ecclesiastical 
publication. Both the press and the bulletin 
were seized by the State Security Police, 
along with all the files, including baptismal 
records and my own personal seal. 

During the Mass, I read the pastoral letter 
which we, the bishops of Nicaragua, had 
written for Holy Week. The pulpit was now 
our only means of disseminating informa
tion, because the letter was totally censored 
and pulled from the pages of the newspaper 
La Prensa, the only private newspaper in 
the country, which attempted to publish it, 
but in vain. We believe that the reason for 
the censorship was that for the second time 
we called all Nicaraguans to reconciliation 
and dialogue as the only way to peace. 

It was also announced that the Sunday 
bulletin with the prayers and texts for the 
day would not be available because it was 
confiscated and that my Sunday address 
would not appear in La Prensa, which, 
under the heading "The Voice of Our 
Pastor," had been published for many years 
in that newspaper, because it too had been 
censored, despite the special care taken to 
exclude from it anything that could serve as 
the remotest excuse for censorship. 

"Radio Catolico," the only Catholic radio 
station, had been closed by the State several 
months earlier. It was at this point, when 
the Church was gagged and bound, that 
your request arrived. 

The reading for the day, taken from the 
Acts of the Apostles, was about an incident 
that pricked my conscience. The Sanhedrin 
sent for Peter and John, intending to force 
them into silence. "But Peter and John said 
to them in reply: 'Is it right in God's eyes 
for us to obey you rather than God? Judge 
for yourselves. We cannot possibly give up 
speaking of things we have seen and 
heard'" <Acts 4:18-20). 

I felt then that I ought to tell the truth 
and speak as a prophet speaks, even at the 
risk of being a "voice that crieth in the wil
derness." I would explain to those that have 
ears to hear the sensitive situation of our 
Church and the serious danger we place 
ourselves in simply by speaking out. 

I am reminded of the incident related in 
the 22nd chapter of Matthew: "Then the 
Pharisees went away and agreed on a plan 
to trap him in his own words." The method 
they chose was to appeal hypocritically to 
His spiritual authority, saying: "Master, you 
are an honest man, we know; you teach in 
all honesty the way of life that God re
quires .... Give us your ruling on this: are 
we or are we not permitted to pay taxes to 
the Roman emperor?" Jesus was aware of 
their malicious intention and said to them: 
"You hypocrites! Why are you trying to 
catch me out?" 

History repeats itself, and this is the situa
tion of the Nicaraguan Bishops, a situation 
that we denounced in our recent pastoral 
letter. An appeal is made to our moral au
thority and to our position as spiritual lead
ers of the people. We are asked to make a 
statement on an extremely sensitive politi
cal matter, but the real objective is not to 
seek moral guidance, but rather to use our 
statement to manipulate opinion. 
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If Jesus had answered that taxes should 

be paid to Caesar, He would have become a 
collaborator of the occupying Roman impe
rialists. If He had answered no, He would 
have become a criminal and an agitator who 
violated the laws of the land. If He had not 
answered at all, He would have lost His au
thority in the eyes of the people. 

We are asked to issue a statement against 
U.S. aid to the insurgents. The state-con
trolled communications media, the organiza
tions of the masses in the service of the 
system and their allies in the so-called Peo
ple's Church and the minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Father Miguel d'Escoto, are all 
clamoring for our statement. But, as I men
tioned, it is not moral guidance that is 
sought, since on several occasions our Con
ference of Bishops has already stated that it 
was against any outside interference, wheth
er by the United States or the Soviet Union. 
<Pastoral letter of April 22, 1984). The in
tention is to use the statement to manipu
late. 

While no effort was spared in suppressing 
our earlier statements, this statement would 
be given international publicity. Not for the 
faithful-but for the U.S. Congress. But we 
are not pastors to the Congress of the 
United States. 

If we were to support military aid to the 
insurgents, we would be persecuted as trai
tors. If we opposed aid, we would be accused 
of taking sides, which would automatically 
disqualify us as pastors to all of the people. 
If we remain silent, our silence would be 

· considered guilty, the silence of complicity. 
It can be argued that the U.S. Conference 

of Bishops has more than once issued state
ments on political matters. But there is one 
big difference: the U.S. bishops' statements 
are made freely, they are addressed to their 
own people and their purpose is to provide 
moral guidance. They can make such state
ments in complete freedom, and they can 
give their reasons, with full access to the 
communications media. Their words are not 
censored, twisted or distorted. But above all, 
their statements do not make them crimi
nals and traitors to their country. 

In Nicaragua any dissident from the San
dinista cause can be placed outside the law 
through an ingenious distortion of the 
truth: 

The government, with all the media under 
its control, has taken great pains to con
vince the outside world that what is hap
pening is essentially a direct attack by the 
United States on our country. That there is 
a war, open or covert, between the two 
countries, and, consequently, any form of 
assistance to the enemy, whether material 
or moral, is punishable by law. 

Along the same lines, and with equal in
sistence, it rejects both the idea that an 
East-West conflict has made of our country 
a disposable card, a pawn in the game be
tween the superpowers, and the reality of a 
civil war: an enormous number of Nicara
guans oppose with all their might the turn 
taken by a revolution that has betrayed the 
hopes of the Nicaraguan people and even its 
own promises. 

To accept the reality of an East-West con
flict would be to admit that the Sandinistas 
are just as much the tools of Soviet inter
ests as the insurgent forces are of the 
United States. If this is accepted, aid from 
the one is equally as deplorable as aid from 
the other. It would necessitate the with
drawal of the Soviet and Cuban advisors, as 
well as the withdrawal of all U.S. Military 
aid. 

If the reality of an internal conflict be
tween Nicaraguans is admitted, the conclu-

sion could not be avoided that the insurgent 
dissidents are now in the same position that 
the Sandinistas themselves once occupied, 
and, consequently that they have the same 
right that the Sandinistas had to seek aid 
from other nations, which they in fact did 
request and obtain in order to fight a terri
ble dictatorship. 

To accept this would mean giving the in
surgents the title of "rebels," a title that 
the Sandinistas proudly gave to themselves 
in former days. 

The only possible argument against this is 
that unlike the Somozan dictatorship, 
which the Nicaraguan people fought almost 
unanimously, this is a democratic govern
ment, legitimately constituted, which places 
the interests of the Nicaraguan people 
above any ideological struggle or interna
tional cause, seeks the welfare and peace of 
the people and enjoys the support of an 
overwhelming majority. 

Unfortunately, this is not true either. To 
accept this as the indisputable truth is to 
ignore the mass exodus of the Miskito Indi
ans, who, on numerous occasions, fled in the 
thousands, accompanied by their bishop, 
Salvador Schlaeffer. It is also to ignore the 
departure of tens of thousands of Nicara
guan men and women of every age, profes
sion, economic status and political persua
tion. It is to ignore that many of those who 
are leaders or participants in the counter
revolution were once leaders or members of 
the Sandinista front or were ministers in 
the Sandinista government. It is to ignore 
the lack of any justification for the most 
terrible violation of freedom of the press 
and of speech in the history of our country. 
It is to ignore the progressive and suffocat
ing restriction of public liberties, under the 
cover of aninterminable national emergency 
law and the continual violation of human 
rights. It is to ignore the expulsion of 
priests and the mass exodus of young people 
eligible for military service. • • • None of 
this is true of a government that has the 
sympathy and general support of the 
people. 

And this is what the Nicaraguan bishops 
wish to state: 

"It is urgent and essential that the Nicara
guan people, free of foreign interference or 
ideologies, find a way out of the situation of 
conflict that our country is experiencing. 

"We reaffirm today, with renewed empha
sis, what we said in our patoral letter on 
Easter Sunday, April 22, 1984: 

"Foreign powers are taking advantage of 
our situation to promote economic and ideo
logical exploitation. They view us as ad
juncts to their own power, without respect 
for our persons, our history, our culture and 
our right to determine our own destiny. 

"Consequently, most of the Nicarguan 
people live in fear and are uncertain about 
the future. They feel deeply frustrated. 
They cry out for peace and freedom, but 
their voices go unheard, drowned out by 
militaristic propaganda on every side. 

"We feel that any form of assistance, re
gardless of the source, which causes the de
struction, suffering and death of our fami
lies, or which sows hatred and discord 
among the Nicaraguan people is reprehensi
ble. To choose annihilation of the enemy as 
the only possible way to peace is inevitably 
to choose war." 

The Church proposes reconciliation 
through dialogue as the only real solution, 
the only way to peace, and maintains, in the 
words of His Holiness John Paul II, in his 
visit to El Salvador in March 1983, that this 
dialogue ". . . is not a delaying tactic to 

strengthen positions prior to continuing a 
fight, but rather a sincere effort to respond, 
by seeking appropriate solutions to the anx
iety, the pain, the weariness and the fatigue 
of the many who yearn for peace. The many 
who wish to live, to rise again from the 
ashes, to seek warmth in the smiles of chil
dren, free from terror and in a climate of 
democratic cooperation." 

This is the text that was censored by the 
Sandinista government. 

We are asked to issue a statement against 
aid, the Church and the position of our 
Conference of Bishops, which is trying to 
guide the Church through turbulent waters, 
more by the spirit than by the natural sci
ences and politics of man, which do not 
seem to hold any solution for such difficult 
problems. We are in a difficult situation, but 
we place our faith and trust in the Lord 
Jesus, the Prince of Peace and the Lord of 
History. 

FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE OF 
SENATOR SIMON 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it has 
been my practice during my service in 
Congress and in previous public serv
ice to make available a detailed ac
counting of my income, assets, and li
abilities. I ask unanimous consent that 
my financial statement for 1985 be 
printed in the RECORD for this pur
pose. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SENATOR SIMON DISCLOSES FINANCES 
WASHINGTON.-For the 31st consecutive 

year that he has held public office, U.S. 
Sen. Paul Simon, D-ILL., has released a de
tailed description of his income, assets and 
liabilities. 

Simon has been making the voluntary 
annual statements since he entered public 
service as a state representative in 1955. He 
followed the practice during eight years in 
the Illinois House of Representatives, six 
years in the Illinois Senate, four years as 
lieutenant governor and ten years in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. The listing 
predates disclosure requirements of state 
and federal law and continues to exceed 
those requirements. 

Simon also made public the detailed fi
nancial disclosure report of his administra
tive assistant, former Congressman Floyd 
Fithian, available upon request. 

The Illinois senator lists 1985 gross 
income for himself and his wife, Jeanne, to
taling $162,416.67-up from the Simons' 
income of $112,770.35 in 1984. The figure in
cludes his House and Senate salary, reim
bursement for travel and other expenses, 
rental income, honoraria for appearances, 
and other items. 

The Simons had assets of $398,673 and lia
bilties of $287,597 for a net worth of 
$111,076. 

Income and net worth statement of Paul 
and Jeanne Simon-1985 

Income: 
Salary, U.S. Senate ..................... . 
Salary, U.S. House of Repre-

sentatives .................................. . 
State of Illinois, General As-

sembly System ......................... . 
Book royalties ............................. . 

Amount 
$74,683.00 

6,467.00 

17,604.00 
1,646.00 
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Consultant fees <Jeanne>: 

Meridian House Internation-
al.............................................. 2,000.00 

American Association of Re-
tired Persons.......................... 3,100.00 

America, Article (Jeanne>.......... 175.00 
U.S. Senate, expense reim

bursement.................................. 17,881.00 
Paul Simon for Senate Com-

mittee, expense reimburse-
ment............................................ 416.00 

B&T Enterprises.......................... 144.00 

Total ........................................ 124,116.00 

Honoraria and travel reimburse
ments: 

Wall Street Journal, article ...... . 
National Association of Inde-

pendent Insurers, talk ............ . 
National Association of Sec

ondary School Principals, 
talk ............................................. . 

The Washington Caucus, talk .. . 
United Church of Christ 

<Washington), talk .................. . 
Schulman Management Co. 

<California>. talk ...................... . 
Missouri Democrat Days, talk .. . 
American Podiatric Medical 

Association, talk ...................... . 
American Trucking Associa-

tion, talk ................................... . 
National Association of Postal 

Supervisors, talk ...................... . 
American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities, 
talk ............................................. . 

National Education Associa-
tion, talk ................................... . 

Princeton University, talk ......... . 
Southern Minnesota District of 

the American Lutheran 
Church, talk ............................. . 

United Parcel Service, talk ....... . 
United Jewish Appeal, (Massa-

chusetts), talk .......................... . 
B'Naj Israel Congregation 

<Maryland), talk ...................... . 
Marycrest College <Iowa), talk .. 
Union of American Hebrew 

Congregations <Washington>. 
talk ............................................. . 

Institute of International Edu-
cation, talk ................................ . 

College of Charleston <South 
Carolina), talk .......................... . 

Roanoke College (Virginia), 
talk ............................................. . 

American Jewish Congress 
<New York), talk ...................... . 

Pfizer, Inc., talk .......................... . 
Letter Carriers Political Fund, 

talk ............................................. . 
Seyforth, Shaw, Fairweather & 

Geraldson <Washington), 
talk ............................................. . 

Motion Picture Association of 
America <California), talk ...... . 

Brookings Institution <Wash-
ington>. talk .............................. . 

Boston Globe, article ................. . 
Farm Credit Banks of St. 

Louis, talk ................................. . 
National Council of Education· 

al Opportunity, talk ................ . 
New York Times, article ............ . 
Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & 

Feld <Washington), talk ......... . 
American Jewish Committee 

<California), talk ...................... . 
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 

talk ............................................. . 

150.00 

1,000.00 

500.00 
500.00 

100.00 

2,000.00 
1,000.00 

2,000.00 

1,000.00 

1,000.00 

1,000.00 

2,000.00 
250.00 

500.00 
2,000.00 

1,000.00 

750.00 
850.00 

200.00 

200.00 

1,198.01 

1,000.00 

101.00 
2,000.00 

500.00 

1,000.00 

2,000.00 

300.00 
200.00 

2,000.00 

1,000.00 
150.00 

2,000.00 

2,000.00 

500.00 

American Association of Com-
munity and Junior Colleges, 
talk ............................................. . 

Chicago Magazine, article ......... . 
Brotherhood of Railroad Sig-

nalmen ...................................... . 

500.00 
1,000.00 

26.67 
-----

Total ........................................ 1 36,235.67 

Interest income: 
Franklin Fund.............................. 61.00 
U.S. Senate Federal Credit 

Union.......................................... 254.00 
General American Insurance .... 96.00 
Polish National Alliance Insur-

ance............................................. 6.00 
NCNB Bank of Florida............... 8.00 

-----
Total........................................ 425.00 

==== 
Dividends: 

Adams Express............................. 81.00 
Bethlehem Steel.......................... 2.00 
Crown Zellerbach ........................ 6.00 
Dreyfus Fund............................... 1,151.00 
Gulf & Western........................... 1.00 
Harper & Row.............................. 8.00 
Lear Siegler .................................. 18.00 
Pacific Gas & Electric ................ 356.00 
Ralston Purina............................. 12.00 
Scott Paper................................... 5.00 

-----
Total........................................ 1,640.00 

Net worth statement: 
Assets: 

University Bank, checking 
account .................................. . 

U.S. Senate Federal Credit 
Union, checking account ..... 

NCNB National Bank of 
Florida, savings account ..... . 

Loan to Senator Paul Simon 
office account ....................... . 

U.S. Savings Bonds ................. . 
Chirstian Church of Salem, 

bond ........................................ . 
General American Life Insur-

ance, cash value .................... . 
Polish National Alliance In-

surance, cash value .............. . 
Congressional Retirement 

System, cash value ............... . 
Condominium, Tarpon 

Springs, FL, 1979 purchase 
price ................... ..................... . 

Improvements to condomini-
um ........................................... . 

B & T Enterprises ................... . 
11.8 acres near Makanda, IL, 

purchased 1978 ..................... . 
Home at Makanda property, 

constructed 1981-82 ............. . 
Improvements to Makanda 

property ................................. . 
Furniture and Presidential 

Autograph Collection .......... . 
1983 Ford Mustang ................. . 
1980 Chevrolet ......................... . 
IRA, Paul .................................. . 
IRA, Jeanne ............................. . 

11.00 

426.00 

207.00 

2,000.00 
2,831.00 

250.00 

3,519.00 

1,681.00 

59,010.00 

81,000.00 

214.00 
10,000.00 

21,500.00 

142,265.00 

7,074.00 

18,000.00 
6,000.00 
2,000.00 

10,698.00 
5,016.00 

Total ........................................ 373,702.00 

Stock and bond holdings with 
number of shares (as of De
cember 31, 1985): 

Adams Express, 109 ................ . 
Bethlehem Steel, 5 .................. . 
Borman's, 8 ............................... . 
Chock Full O'Nuts, 10 ............ . 
Crown Zellerbach, 6 ................ . 
Dreyfus Fund ........................... . 
Franklin Money Fund ............ . 
Gulf & Western, 1.. ................. . 

2,112.00 
78.00 
96.00 
92.00 

247.00 
14,452.00 

664.00 
49.00 

Harper & Row, 15 ................... . 
Lear Siegler, 8 .......................... . 
Intergroup Corp, 25 ................ . 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co., 

200 ........................................... . 
Pax World Fund, Inc .............. . 
Ralston-Purina, 12 .................. . 
Rohr Industries, 6 ................... . 
Scott Paper, 4 ........................ ... . 
United M & M, 8 ..................... . 
Jet-Lite, 120 (approxmate 

value) ...................................... . 

336.00 
952.00 
250.00 

4,000.00 
250.00 
564.00 
174.00 

0 

203.00 
152.00 

300.00 

Total........................................ 24,971.00 

Liabilities: 
University Bank, Carbondale, 

note ......................................... . 
First National Bank of Col-

linsville, note ......................... . 
Crossland Federal Savings & 

Loan Association, mort-
gage ........................................ . 

Polish National Insurance, 
loan ......................................... . 

General American Insurance, 
loan ......................................... . 

First Federal Savings & 
Loan, mortgage ..................... . 

Crossland Savings & Loan, 
note ......................................... . 

Community Trust, Irvington, 
note ......................................... . 

First Federal Savings & 
Loan, note ............................. . 

DuQuoin State Bank note ..... . 

24,700.00 

44,699.00 

55,636.00 

1,392.00 

3,021.00 

110,849.00 

13,276.00 

15,524.00 

4,000.00 
14,500.00 

Total ........................................ 287,597.00 

Total assets............................ 398,673.00 
Total liabilities ...................... 287,597.00 

Net worth ............................... 111,076.00 
1 Honoraria are limited to $22,405. The amount 

over that has been donated to charities. 
Gifts received of more than $25 value outside of 

immediate family members: 
Steak knives from the United Transportation 

Union, value not known., 
Book, Building a National Image, from Robert 

Daniell of Hartford, Ct., value not known. 
Four-volume History of fllinois Democrats from 

Stan Glass of Chicago, value not known. 
Suitcase from Simon Senate staff and friends, 

value not known. 

FOUR LITTLE PAGES 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the 

State of Missouri has a longstanding 
and diverse theatrical tradition. Each 
year, Missourians are treated to many 
outstanding new productions and re
vivals. 

I rise today to extend to my col
leagues a chance to sample some of 
that wonderful Missouri creativeness. 
Next week, in Washington, DC, there 
will be a presentation of the musical 
"Four Little Pages," a 25-minute cele
bration of our approaching constitu
tional bicentennial. A native St. Loui
san, David Chambers, is the coauthor 
and lyricist of this work. "Four Little 
Pages," is sponsored by the National 
Park Service and is the first national 
program to inform and involve the 
public in the upcoming bicentennial. 

St. Louisans and Washingtonians 
both are familiar with Mr. Chambers' 
work: He is currently producing direc
tor at the Repertory Theatre of St. 
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Louis, and from 1979 to 1981, he 
served as producer at Washington's 
Arena Stage. 

I encourage my colleagues to add 
this production to their schedules. As 
the bicentennial of our Constitution 
draws nearer, it is appropriate that we 
pause for a moment to reflect on its 
meanings and to join in a public reaf
firmation of its tenets. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE WEEK 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yester

day at 1:30 e.s.t., 175,000 helium bal
loons filled with weather tracking 
cards were launched all over the coun
try to kick off the celebration of Na
tional Science Week. Hundreds of 
schools, scientific associations, civic or
ganizations, and corporations partici
pated with the National Science Foun
dation in this balloon launch. These 
groups will also be sponsoring and par
ticipating in many other activities 
during the week to draw attention to 
the key role science, mathematics, and 
engineering play in advancing our 
quality of life and economic prosperi
ty. 

In my own State of Utah, a number 
of events to promote National Science 
Week have been organized. The 
School of Natural Science at Weber 
State College in Odgen, UT, is hosting 
a number of guest lectures, seminars, 
and tours for the public. The Hansen 
Planetarium is sponsoring a series of 
science demonstrations. Schools 
throughout the State are holding sci
ence fairs, inviting panels, and guest 
speakers, and having poster-design 
contests to emphasize the use of sci
ence in our everyday lives. 

National Science Week encourages 
us, especially our young people, to 
become aware of and involved in sci
ence, mathematics, engineering, and 
technological fields. Although we as a 
nation have a strong scientific and 
technological base, as Mr. Erich Bloch, 
Director of the National Science Foun
dation, points out, "our future de
pends on our continuing progress in 
science and technology." As the world 
becomes more dependent on advanced 
technology, science, and engineering 
become more vital to our Nation's wel
fare and competitiveness. It is impor
tant to encourage our young students 
to study and pursue careers in the sci
ence and technology fields because 
they will be the scientists, researchers, 
teachers, and engineers of the future. 

I want to thank my colleagues who 
have joined me in sponsoring this reso
lution. I would also like to congratu
late the National Science Foundation, 
the various scientific and civic organi
zations, and the corporate sponsors, 
including the Amoco Foundation, At
lantic Richfield Foundation, the Dow 
Chemical Co. Foundation, Du Pont 
Co., Eastman Kodak Co., the General 
Electric Foundation, and IBM, for 

their excellent efforts in organizing 
the festivities and disseminating infor
mation about National Science Week. 
This will be an exciting and eventful 
week. 

WILLARD MARCHING TIGER 
BAND 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to rise today to honor a 
group of Missourians soon to embark 
on a trip to Great Britain. On Satur
day, June 7, the Willard Marching 
Tiger Band will compete in the 43d 
Annual Hornchurch Competition held 
in Havering, England. They will be ac
companied to the competition by some 
200 of their friends and relatives from 
their hometown. 

I can think of no one to better repre
sent our country than this wonderful 
group. Willard is a small town in the 
southwest corner of Missouri. It has 
been a privilege to serve as their Sena
tor. Their school system is recognized 
as one of the best in the State, and so 
too is their band program which is the 
recipient of numerous awards. 

I invite my colleagues to join me in 
wishing the Willard Marching Tiger 
Band, its directors, parents, and 
friends every success at the upcoming 
Hornchurch competition. May their 
travels be safe and enjoyable. 

SENATOR BYRD: ENERGY 
LEADER 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
rise to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues a singular recognition 
which our distinguished minority 
leader, Senator BYRD, received here in 
Washington last week. Along with a 
number of colleagues from this body 
and the House and several hundred 
business executives from throughout 
the country, I was most privileged to 
witness the presentation. 

The senior Senator from West Vir
ginia was the recipient of the 1986 
Energy Leadership Award presented 
by the organization Americans for 
Energy Independence at a dinner last 
Wednesday evening. Former majority 
and minority leader of the Senate, 
Senator Howard Baker of Tennessee, 
serving as honorary chairman for the 
occasion, presented the coveted award 
to his former counterpart, whom he 
described as one "who more than 
anyone alive embodies the traditional 
and true spirit of the U.S. Senate." 

The award is one which the minority 
leader richly deserves, for, as the 
award citation noted, Senator BYRD 
has seen our Nation's energy situation 
change "from innocent bliss to mind
less panic to skeptical neglect" and 
through it all he has "maintained a 
steadfast belief in basic principles 
about the U.S. energy picture that 
would have served this country well, 
had they been heeded." 

The citation further read, in part: 
A country dependent on energy sources 

which may not be available in a crisis is a 
country with one hand tied behind its back. 
Senator BYRD has always supported a strong 
national defense that relies on adequate do
mestic energy resources that are benign and 
economic. For his steadfast support of this 
eminently sensible policy, Americans for 
Energy Independence is proud to honor 
Senator RoBERT C. BYRD with the Energy 
Leadership Award for 1986. 

Mr. President, as the author of the 
Clean Coal Technology Program, re
cently enacted into law, the distin
guished minority leader, the senior 
Senator from West Virginia, is indeed 
a champion of energy resources 
"benign and economic," and this Sena
tor from the Aloha State, which serves 
as our Nation's energy laboratory of 
the Pacific, is proud to be his friend 
and colleague and to be under his lead
ership. 

In accepting the award, Senator 
BYRD struck a very optimistic note 
about America's capability to meet its 
energy needs of the future. Mr. Presi
dent I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator BYRD's remarks be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
REMARKS OF u.s. SENATOR ROBERT c. BYRD 

UPON ACCEPTING THE 1986 ENERGY LEADER
SHIP AWARD PRESENTED BY .AMERICANS FOR 
ENERGY INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. BYRD. Amidst all the media attention 

to the various aspects of the current oil situ
ation, another event of far greater long
term signficance received little or no media 
attention. On April 18th, the U.S. Synthetic 
Fuels Corporation quietly closed its doors. 

The establishment of a National Synthet
ic Fuels Program was an investment in an 
insurance policy for the next decade and 
beyond-to develop alternative energy 
sources from coal, oil shale, and tar sands. 
But the SFC was a victim of the allure of 
falling oil prices and of the same kind of 
mindless budget slashing that has cut other 
investments in America's future--such as 
education. The concern for the long-term 
energy situation was dissipated by falling oil 
prices and the disarray in OPEC, and near
term imperatives prevailed. 

What about other energy alternatives for 
the future? The nuclear disaster at the 
Chernobyl powerplant in the Soviet Union 
may not be particularly reassuring to those 
pondering the fate of civilian nuclear power 
in the United States. 

What about the use of coal, our most 
abundant fossil energy resource? The out
look for the use of coal in the United States 
may be very uncertain in part because of 
the pressures in the Congress to enact acid 
rain legislation. · Congress would be most 
unwise to enact legislation which will not 
only devastate the economies of coal-pro
ducing States, but which may lead to a de
cline in the production of America's number 
one energy resource. 

There is, however, hope for the use of 
coal. Congress has enacted the Clean Coal 
Technology Program which I introduced 
last year. This program could become the 
cornerstone of a far more prudent, less dis
ruptive approach to the use of coal. The 
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Clean Coal Technology Program provides 
the basis for the commercial acceptance of 
new and advanced technologies to use coal 
in an environmentally acceptable manner. 
The use of such technologies will not dis
rupt traditional markets for coal, or force 
coal-mining communities to become ghost 
towns. Indeed, the Clean Coal Program will 
produce jobs, cleaner air, and energy for the 
future. 

In Shakespeare's "Macbeth," the three 
weird sisters forecast Macbeths' downfall 
with the engimatic lines: 

"Macbeth shall never vanquish'd be until 
great Birnam Wood to High Dunsinane Hill 
shall come against him." 

Certainly, the potential dangers of today's 
energy situation are far more evident than 
were the dangers to Macbeth. I hope that, 
unlike Macbeth, we can better perceive the 
future-that we will use our past experience 
to force long-range energy policies on to
morrow's realities instead of on today's fan
tasies. Let us continue our efforts for Ameri
ca's self-sufficiency, so that we do not again 
fall victim to a crippling addiction to doubt
ful foreign energy supplies. 

This is a national goal of considerable sig
nificance for the future of this Nation. And 
in that regard, I wish to commend Ameri
cans for Energy Independence for their ef
forts to educate Americans about the Na
tion's energy situation, and the importance 
of energy independence. Over the years, 
Americans for Energy Independence has 
been performing a public service worthy of 
note. You are to be applauded for your ef
forts on behalf of the energy security of the 
United States. 

PRESIDENT MUBARAK AND 
CAMP DAVID 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 
John F. Kennedy remarked that the 
courage of life is often a less dramatic 
spectacle than the courage of a final 
moment; but it is no less a magnificent 
mixture of triumph and tragedy. He 
went on to say: 

For without belittling the courage with 
which men have died, we should not forget 
those acts of courage with which men have 
lived. 

There is no better description cap
turing the passing of the torch in lead
ership from Anwar Sadat to Hosni 
Mubarak. We were all aware of Presi
dent Sadat's genuine commitment and 
diligent dedication to the Camp David 
accords and Middle East peace. He sac
rificed his life for it. Recently, Presi
dent Mubarak commented on the col
lapsed Arab summit talks, mocking 
the efforts of Syria and Libya to 
invoke a collective Arab defense pact 
when they supported Iran in its war 
against Iraq. He also criticized the 
Arab League for excluding Egypt since 
it made peace with Israel in 1978. 

President Mubarak went on to 
defend the Camp David accords, 
saying: 

God knows that deep in their hearts, the 
other Arab countries wished they had 
Egypt's courage to make peace instead of 
living in a vicious and impotent circle for 
the past 7 years. 

I commend his determination and 
style. While we criticize Saudi Arabia 

for its invisible contribution to Middle 
East peace and label the Saudis a 
"moderate Arab state," President Mu
barak explicitly conveys, articulates, 
and demonstrates Egypt's friendship 
to the United States and deserves our 
applause. In the most politically sensi
tive and volatile region in the world, 
President Mubarak epitomizes Hem
ingway's definition of guts-grace 
under pressure. 

I would also like to share with my 
colleagues some comments made on an 
Egyptian radio station in Cairo. These 
specifically address Libya and Syria. I 
ask unanimous consent that the com
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
ments were ordered to be printed in 
the REcORD, as follows: 

CAIRO RADIO STATION COMMENTS: LIBYA, 
SYRIA CRITICIZED 

Even if there were heated foreign schemes 
aimed at weakening and paralyzing the 
Arab homeland, the cancer that infects the 
Arab world and burrows into its body, its 
flesh, and bones, is more destructive and 
devastating than any foreign plot. This 
cancer is Arab regimes such as Syria and 
Libya, who have fragmented and exhausted 
the Arab body. 

The conspiratorial Syrian regime is turn
ing fraternal Arab Lebanon into a feeding 
ground to satiate its narrow, regional hun
gers and desires. This regime is trying to 
achieve these things at the expense of Leba
non's unity, security, and independence, and 
also at the expense of the supreme interests 
of the Arab homeland and its vital issues. 

The Lebanese and Syrian people are not 
the only Arabs living in a nightmare be
cause of the policy adopted by the ruling 
regime in Damascus. The Libyan Arab 
people also are living under a grotesque 
regime, which is fond of terrorism and the 
color of blood. This regime is not only prac
ticing terrorism against neighboring Arab 
states and peoples, but also against frater
nal and friendly states throughout the 
world, and against the Libyan people as 
well. The Libyan people are not living with 
the most serious tragedy they have ever wit
nessed in their history. Qaddafi's regime 
has become a symbol of terrorism, of which 
he is fond and which he is practicing. This 
terrorism was the reason for the confronta
tion between the United States and Libya, 
in which many innocent Libyans fell victim. 
This confrontation was a serious escalation 
of the situation in the Mediterranean and it 
added more heat to the already serious and 
active fires in the region. 

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN 
SILVIO CONTE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on 
May 3, 1986, the Boston College Law 
School Alumni Association bestowed 
the St. Thomas More Award for 1986 
on Congressman SILVIO CoNTE-one of 
its most distinguished alumni. SIL 
CoNTE is a man of rare talent and 
spirit whom I will always cherish as a 
friend and respect as one of the finest 
legislators and statesmen of our time. 

SIL CONTE has truly distinguished 
himself throughout his long and bril
liant career in public service. For 28 

years, he has served the First District 
of Massachusetts with a dedication 
and diligence that is without equal. 

His years at Boston College and 
Boston College Law School, which 
make him a distinguished "Double 
Eagle," fostered his tireless devotion 
to the cause of law and humanity. 

Without question, SIL CoNTE holds a 
very special place in the hearts of 
those of us who are fortunate enough 
to know him. He richly deserved this 
tribute from his alma mater. 

In his honor, I ask unanimous con
sent that his remarks upon receiving 
the St. Thomas More Award be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
REMARKS OF HON. SILVIO 0. CONTE AT PRES

ENTATION OF SIR THOMAS MORE AWARD 
FROM BOSTON COLLEGE LAW SCHOOL, 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 

Friends, alumni, distinguished guests-! 
humbly thank you for bringing me back 
here today to my beloved alma mater for 
this truly special award. 

When I first learned that Boston College 
Law School had chosen me to receive the 
Saint Thomas More Award, its highest 
honor, I paused not only to reflect on this 
great gesture but on the man in whose 
name the award was given. 

What I found in Thomas More's actions 
and writings brought the award very close 
to home and gave me pause to consider ele
ments of myself, this institution and the 
Congress-my great love-that I had not 
considered before. 

Sir Thomas More was first and foremost a 
man of fervent spirituality. 

Thomas More believed in his God, he be
lieved in moral righteousness, he believed in 
his heritage and, perhaps most importantly, 
he believed in himself. 

These beliefs enabled him to relinquish a 
life of material wealth and accept a death 
sentence from the king he had nobly served. 

When Thomas More refused to take the 
oath for the Act of Succession and Suprem
acy, he relinquished career achievement and 
material gain for a higher cause-his Catho
lic church and his Christian God. 

It is this belief in a higher presence, a 
greater good, that enables us all to achieve 
notable things in life. 

Bestowing upon me an award named for 
Saint Thomas More is the greatest honor I 
can conceive. To be mentioned in the same 
breath with this saint, scholar and truly 
great human being is overwhelming. 

Like Thomas More, I too have searched 
many times deep within myself-during 28 
years in the U.S. Congress-for answers to 
seemingly unanswerable questions. 

It was my belief in the goodness within 
others and a confidence in my own abilities 
that helped me rise to the challenges of po
litical office. 

And it was a belief in God that made the 
toughest times bearable. 

The inner cry for good is not always easy 
to answer and, as Sir Thomas More demon
strated, can exact a heavy price. 

As a national legislator. I am often called 
on to make decisions that affect literally 
millions of people. 

Those decisions, and there have been so 
many over the past 28 years, don't always 
come from experience or position papers or 
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from staff experts-or even from common 
sense. 

Most times those decisions come straight 
from the heart. 

I remember many long walks alone 
through the empty halls of the Capitol in 
the early hours of the morning searching 
for answers. 

There was one particularly tough dilem
ma, in my second term, during President 
Kennedy's first year as President. The 
Rules Committee was controlled by conserv
ative Southern Democrats and Republicans 
who were bottling up President Kennedy's 
legislative agenda. 

He wanted to enlarge the Rules Commit
tee so he could get his legislation to the 
House floor. It became a party issue with 
the coalition of Southern Democrats and 
Republicans against the expansion. 

In those days, young Congressmen kept 
their mouths shut and did what they were 
told to do. Taking a stand on this particular 
issue-voting my conscience-would cost 
dearly. 

I went to bed very late that evening, genu
inely perplexed about what I would do on 
the House floor the next morning. I hardly 
slept at all and I got up very early, still toss
ing the issue over and over in my mind. 

But on the walk from my office to the 
Capitol, that morning, I stopped for some 
reason at the reflecting pool near the west 
entrance. The morning sun was bright, the 
air still, and I could see my reflection clear
ly in the shallow waters of the pool. 

What I saw went beyond the reflection in 
that pool to the very essence of my being. 
And I could see, at that moment, the answer 
to my quandary. 

Something about that moment-some
thing spiritual brought a new understand
ing, unleashed that inner strength that I 
had searched for. And I knew what I had to 
do-vote my conscience. I, and a handful of 
Republicans, voted to enlarge the Rules 
Committee and the rules were changed. 

Thomas More showed us all that there is 
no accomplishment, no success, no achieve
ment without undying belief and inner 
strength. 

During an outstanding career which in
cluded positions as Henry VIII's Lord Chan
cellor and Speaker of the House of Com
mons, Thomas More maintained a spiritual 
devotion above all else. 

That devotion guided him in his decision 
to turn from his king rather than compro
mise what he believed was just. Faced with 
a choice between allegiance to his king or 
his God, the choice was clear. 

Thomas More's final words on the scaf
fold July 6, 1535 were "the king's good serv
ant, but God's first." 

I have to say that in spite of all the stories 
we know about Thomas More's spiritual in
tegrity, what sticks in my mind is one 
almost insignificant little tale. As a young 
man, Thomas More fell in love with a beau
tiful woman. The problem was that she had 
an older sister who had not yet married and, 
as was the custom of the time, it was an em
barrassment for the older sister not to 
marry first. 

Because Thomas More didn't want to em
barrass the older sister, he steered his affec
tions toward her instead and later took her 
as his wife. 

This act didn't change history and, isn't 
the stuff legends are made of, but it demon
strates what was in this man's heart. He was 
a kind man-always thinking about how his 
actions would affect the lives of others. 

When I came to Boston College from the 
South Pacific, where I was stationed during 

World War II, I thought I had seen it all. 
But my years at BC and Boston College Law 
School taught me different. 

During my years here, I learned about jus
tice, teamwork, enterprise and gained the 
all-important ability to believe in myself. I 
learned how to seek good in bad situations, 
and how to find strength when I felt weak
ness. 

I owe a special debt not only to the school 
but to three wonderful men who guided me 
along while I was here. And believe me, they 
had their work cut out for them. 

Father Stephen Mulcahey, Dean of the 
College at the time, gave me my first big 
chance. He really took a gamble accepting 
me from a vocational school with experience 
as a machinist and a tour of military duty 
under my belt. 

But during my years here he became a 
confident, friend and advisor to whom I 
turned in many times of indecision. 

And there was Father JFX Murphy. With
out his help, I just couldn't have made it. 

One of the preconditions of my accept
ance at Boston College, you see, was that I 
take four months of tutorial studies. 

Father Murphy and I burned a lot of mid
night oil over the Latin texts those four 
months but those long hours we toiled in St. 
Mary's Hall went far beyond Classics. The 
lessons he taught lasted a lifetime. 

And I'll never forget the chance Father 
William J. Kennely gave me during my first 
year at the law school. 

I had injured myself playing football and 
the class work and jobs just never seemed to 
end. 

Those classes at 18 Tremont Street-with 
no air conditioning, sirens screaming, James 
Michael Curly yelling at the top of his lungs 
from the streets outside-seemed to go on 
forever. 

Well, I ended up with a "D" in Professor 
O'Reilly's Future Interests course and 
Father Kennely took me aside one day. 

"Silvio," he said, "I think you ought to 
consider another law school." 

I looked him in the eye and told him that 
if I couldn't graduate from Boston College 
Law School, I didn't want to go on to any 
other. 

I had been living in a ratty, roach-infested 
old boarding house for $5 a week down at 7 
Bullfinch Place behind the Old Howard and 
hitchhiking home to Pittsfield on weekends 
to be with my wife Corinne and two chil
dren. 

I had tended bar in Pittsfield on week
ends, sold Christmas cards, and painted 
houses just to scrape by. I had forgotten 
what sleep was. 

The work load, the responsibility and the 
pressure-everything-came to a head that 
afternoon in Father Kennely's office and I 
knew, then, that if he would just give me 
one more chance I could achieve anything. 

I told him that if he let me stay I would 
make the school proud of me one day. 

Father Kennely must have believed me 
because he gave me that second chance. I 
ended up graduating in the top third of my 
class and, as you have shown me today, I 
made good on my pledge. 

Father Kennely and I became such good 
friends I even sold him on the idea of adopt
ing a Boston College Law School class ring 
and ended up designing the shank for the 
ring, myself. 

Boston College Law School educated me 
in matters of jurisprudence, but more im
portant, it taught me to be a good, strong 
person. 

As I stand here today, I can't help but 
think of Thomas More in his Tower of 

London cell 452 years ago looking out the 
window as spring breathed new life into the 
countryside. 

Sir Thomas More was just a man that 
sunny May afternoon four-and-a-half cen
turies ago when he made the decision to die 
for what he knew was right. 

He was just a man when he denied his 
King, he was just a man when the axeman 
spilled his blood, but he is a noble spirit 
today-a martyr to the Catholic Church and 
our Christian God-a rare example of belief 
in a greater good. 

I have tried to be an example of what is 
good in government and what is good in the 
American legal system. 

Decisions have not always been easy and 
I'd be lying if I said I wouldn't like to make 
some over again. 

But what I can say in all truthfulness, is 
that I believed in what I was doing then as I 
believe in what I am doing today. 

As the lone Republican in the Massachu
setts delegation, I think you all understand 
the unique pressures I face on a daily basis 
as a party leader. 

Boston College Law School helped me 
find strength within myself and helped 
define my belief in a greater good. And for 
that I will always be grateful. 

Thomas More once wrote, "Only God be
holdeth the heart." That may be true, but 
I'll tell you, Boston College Law School will 
always hold a special part of mine. 

Honoring me here today in the name of a 
man made saint by my Church-a spirit 
that has transcended time as a symbol of 
glorious devotion and inner good-is a ges
ture I will treasure until the day I, too, pass 
to God's grace. 

It is with humble, sincere thanks and 
great honor that I accept this award today. 
I owe a great debt to this institution and 
feel so very proud that you feel I have 
served your heritage well. 

Your gesture is one I shall never forget. 
Thank you all-from the bottom of my 

heart. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Morning business is closed. 

RECESS UNTIL 2 P.M. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
hour of 10:45 having arrived, the 
Senate will now stand in recess until 2 
p.m. 

Thereupon, at 10:45 a.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
WALLOP]. 

0 1400 

PHARMACEUTICAL EXPORT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1986 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m. 
having arrived, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. 1848, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
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A bill <S. 1848) to amend the Federal 

Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to establish 
conditions for the export of drugs. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Pending: 
(1) Metzenbaum Amendment No. 1948, to 

amend section 412, of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, relating to require
ments for infant formulas. 

<2) Metzenbaum Amendment No. 1949, to 
require the Secretary to enter into agree
ments to obtain information about the 
export of drugs. 

<2) Metzenbaum Amendment No. 1950, to 
require that the same conditions apply to 
the export of antibiotic drugs as apply to 
other drugs. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1948 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I have an amendment pending at the 
desk, and that amendment has abso
lutely nothing to do with the U.S. 
export of unapproved drugs. But this 
is an issue which, for too long, has 
badly needed the attention of the 
Senate-the safety and the purity and 
effectiveness of the baby formula con
sumed by this Nation's infants. 

The amendment I have offered, I am 
pleased to say, is cosponsored by Sena
tor GoRE and Senator SARBANES. Sena
tor GoRE, it will be recalled, was a 
leader in the House when that body 
first passed legislation in connection 
with the whole issue of infant formu
la. 

The amendment now pending before 
us strengthens the Infant Formula 
Act of 1980, a law which was supposed 
to ensure that defective and, indeed, 
life-threatening infant formula would 
never again reach the grocery shelves. 

Many Members of this body will 
recall that the Infant Formula Act 
was a bipartisan congressional re
sponse to a tragic incident, which 
jolted us into the awareness that we 
were not doing everything that we 
could to protect the lives and health 
of newborn babies. 

It is with great disappointment, 
therefore, that I stand here today and 
say that the Infant Formula Act of 
1980 is crippled-crippled, Mr. Presi
dent, by weak regulations which allow 
baby formula to leave the factory 
without adequate testing for the 
safety and wholesomeness of the prod
uct. How can anybody justify that 
kind of situation? These regulations, 
Mr. President, leave this country's 
children vulnerable to the same type 
of tragedy that was experienced in 
1979. 

In 1979, the Syntex Corp., at that 
time a major manufacturer of baby 
formula, produced and sold a formula 
which subjected infants to what was 
later described as "a unique form of 
malnutrition." 

There were 20,000 babies exposed to 
this defective formula. Some died. 
Some will suffer the formula's harm
ful effects for the rest of their lives. 

So we responded with the Infant 
Formula Act. 

What a wonderful day it was when 
we were at the White House and the 
little children were there with us. I am 
sorry to say that some of those little 
children were the very ones that had 
been adversely affected by the use of 
those infant formulas. But the fact is 
that they were there. 

President Carter, I recall, took one 
child on his lap and said, "Here's the 
red phone. You can call Mr. Brezh
nev." 

It was a day of excitement, because 
we knew we were doing something 
right. 

During the last days of the Carter 
administration, FDA wrote regulations 
to accompany this new law. The regu
lations were carefully crafted and 
quite detailed. 

Problem solved-case closed, right? 
Wrong. Wrong, I am sorry to say, be
cause those regulations were never put 
into effect. A new draft was produced. 
When those regulations were unveiled, 
it was quite apparent that the effec
tiveness of the Infant Formula Act 
had been gutted-totally reversed in 
its impact. 

Let me quote from an internal memo 
by an FDA attorney which was uncov
ered by congressional investigators: 

The FDA official called the rewrit
ten regulations "hardly recognizable" 
and he stated that if a court challenge 
of the regs were made, "the agency 
[FDAJ would probably lose." Those 
are his words, not mine. 

The FDA lawyer went on to add that 
the new regulation "incorporates most 
changes desired by the industry • • • 
It seems very unlikely that any indus
try group will complain about the cur
rent draft • • •." And he was right. 

That is not all. He continued: 
Substituting general standards for specific 

rules has so altered the proposed regulation 
that the two drafts cannot be meaningfully 
compared section by section. 

So now the new FDA had new regu
lations that met a curious criterion: 
Industry groups would not complain. 

FDA's redrafted regulations said: 
Each manufacturer may establish a (qual

ity control) system that best suits its own 
needs. 

Can you believe it? Can you believe 
that each manufacturer was to be per
mitted to establish its own quality con
trol system that best suits the needs of 
the child? Oh, no. That best suits its 
needs. 

But what about meeting the needs 
of infants? FDA Commissioner Arthur 
Hull Hayes, Jr., dismissed those con
cerns by saying: 

We do not believe that the slight addition
al public health benefit that may be gained 
by adopting a very detailed rule can ge justi
fied in view of the significant additional 
costs of such a rule. 

I would say to Arthur Hayes, who is 
no longer at the FDA: "Mr. Hayes, I 

don't know if you have any grandchil
dren; but if you had grandchildren, 
you would be concerned about what 
the little babies are ingesting, and you 
would not be so ready to talk about 
the slight additional public health 
benefit that may be gained by adopt
ing a very detailed rule if it were your 
grandchild who was involved and pos
sibly put in danger of its life or the 
kind of future life it might have, as
suming that it lives." 

There you have it. The FDA Com
missioner came up with some half
baked cost/benefit analysis and the 
babies lost out to the lobbyists. That is 
all this amendment is about. 

Where does all this leave us today in 
terms of the safety of baby formula? 
In spite of a law which could have 
kept even a single defective can of for
mula from reaching consumers, well 
over 3 million cans of dangerous for
mula have had to be recalled. Why? 
Because inadequate testing allowed 
bad formula to leave the manufactur
ing facility and end up in our homes. 

Do you hear that? Three million 
cans of dangerous formula have had to 
be recalled. 

The amendment offered by Senator 
SARBANES, Senator GoRE, and myself 
simply sets up the kind of quality con
trol system that we voted for in 1980. 
It plugs the holes in the current regu
lations and will make parents secure in 
the knowledge that the formula they 
give their babies has been tested and is 
safe. 

This amendment is quite similar to a 
bill which I introduced on January 24, 
1985. 

The provisions of the amendment 
are as follows. I want to repeat that 
this amendment, in all candor, is not 
directly in point with respect to the 
drug export bill. But we needed an op
portunity to present this issue on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate, and it has 
nothing to do, actually, with the drug 
export issue. However, it is important 
enough and it is related enough, when 
we are talking about health concerns 
of children, that it belongs in this bill. 
But it is not directly in point with re
spect to the drug export bill. 

What does the amendment provide? 
It provides: 

First, each batch of infant formula 
must be tested for each essential nu
trient before distribution to make cer
tain the formula is free of harmful or 
unsafe substances. 

Second, infant formula samples 
would be periodically tested through
out the formula's shelf life. 

Third, each manufacturer must 
retain the records pertaining to the 
production of infant formula for 1 
year after the expiration date, so that 
FDA investigators can act quickly in 
the event of an accident. 

Fourth, each manufacturer must 
maintain a file of complaints concern-
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ing their products and make that file 
available to the FDA. 

Fifth, new infant formulas would 
not be introduced on the market 
unless an application has been submit
ted to FDA and approved by the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services. 

That is the guts of the amendment. 
You could not introduce a new infant 
formula on the market unless you 
made an application to the FDA and it 
has been approved by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

Sixth, FDA would be given a strong
er role in a recall of a defective formu
la because, even though it had been 
tested, it is very possible it could go 
into the marketplace and be found to 
be defective. Today, FDA must con
vince the manufacturer to voluntarily 
recall the product. 

The children are ill. They are suffer
ing. They are getting sick. Some may 
be dying. And under today's regula
tions the FDA must go to the manu
facture and say, "Please, Mr. Manufac
turer, won't you voluntarily recall the 
product," because FDA has no author
ity to recall an infant formula no 
matter how dangerous. 

Last, in the event of a recall, a notice 
would have to be posted at the point 
of sale in order to better warn parents. 

Mr. President, that is the totality of 
the amendment. It simply requires 
manufacturers to test the infant for
mula they produce before they ship it 
for distribution. That is not much to 
ask, considering what we are risking 
today. 

I wish to point out to my colleagues 
that the provisions of this amendment 
are much less detailed than the FDA's 
original proposal. But if adopted, at 
least we would know that every batch 
of formula has been checked for nutri
tional content and is free of contami
nants. 

Each Member of the Senate yester
day received a letter from a group 
called Formula. 

The founders of this group, Lynn 
Pilot and Carol Laskin, know about 
the dangers of unsafe baby formula 
through their own tragic personal ex
perience-their two boys were harmed 
by a defective formula. 

They stated in that letter: 
We believe these amendments will provide 

protection for our nation's most precious re
source-our children. 

And they say: 
On behalf of all parents, we strongly urge 

you to support these infant formula amend
ments. 

Let me demonstrate exactly the kind 
of risks we are taking, Mr. President. 
In January and February of 1982, 
Wyeth Laboratories produced an 
infant formula that contained abso
lutely no vitiamin B-6. A mistake was 
made in the mixture of the formula, 
but the company's quality control 
system did not catch it. 

According to the FDA: 

Wyeth failed to exercise reasonable super
vision to ensure proper handling of raw ma
terials • • • Wyeth allowed poor raw mate
rial handling practices to develop and con
tinue without adequate controls thereby 
creating an environment conducive to 
errors • • •. 

That is the language of the FDA. 
So 4 million bottles of baby formula 

were produced without vitamin B-6-a 
situation that threatened to cause se
rious health consequences or death. 

FDA said. 
The total absence of vitamin B-6 in the 

diet of an infant for more than a few weeks 
may cause convulsions and, in more serious 
instances, brain damage. A vitamin B-6 defi
ciency represents a severe hazard to infants 
who receive formula as a sole source nutri
tion. 

By accident, Wyeth discovered the 
B-6 problem but not before 2V2 million 
bottles were distributed nationwide. 
According to FDA investigators, if 
Wyeth had not made this fortuitous 
discovery, its infant formula products 
could have had catastrophic conse
quences. 

Mr. President, Wyeth has not been 
the only manufacturer to produce de
fective formula since 1980. Companies 
like Mead Johnson, Abbott Ross, and 
Gerber have also failed to catch harm
ful baby formula before it hit the 
stores. 

Yesterday, I read part of the letter 
from the formula group that I just 
mentioned a few moments ago, and I 
listed about 12 separate instances 
where defective formula had been put 
into the marketplace by a large 
number of companies, and I am sure 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Will speak 
for itself as to each of the instances 
and the amount of defective formula 
that has been put into the market
place. 

Mr. President, we worry so much 
today about tampering of consumer 
products, and yet we are not doing ev
erything we can to make sure that 
baby formula is wholesome when it 
leaves the plant. That is absurd. 

In a 1983 incident, another manufac
turer of infant formula had private 
laboratory results confirming that its 
product was defective. Listen to this. 
But the company went ahead and au
thorized the sale of the formula 
anyway. 

And despite the fact that FDA had 
information that the formula was de
fective on August 5, 1983, the recall 
did not get started for over 2 months! 
Why? Because FDA recall regulations 
are completely inadequate. 

Mr. President, I am certainly not the 
only one concerned with the current 
situation. At a conference on infant 
formula last year, an FDA official 
noted that a total of five infant formu
las had to be recalled in the preceding 
year, and explained that "poor quality 
control resulted in the marketing of a 
hazardous infant formula." 

He went on to say that FDA is wor
ried because "some quality control 
plans seemed to be poorly organized in 
an overall sense. This, of course, 
makes it more difficult for us to make 
accurate assessments of the job that 
manufacturers are doing to assure 
that nutrient requirements are being 
met." 

That statement alone ought to be 
enough to convince us that we are 
walking a tightrope with respect to 
the lives and health of America's in
fants. The fact that we allow baby for
mula manufacturers to get away with 
sloppy safety procedures is absolutely 
unacceptable. 

If we do not do something more to 
strengthen the regulations of the 
Infant Formula Act, we will see an
other infant formula disaster. It is as 
simple as that. 

Why should we wait for another dis
aster before we are compelled to act? 
Too often, Mr. President, we find our
selves reacting to a tragedy, rather 
than acting to prevent a tragedy. 

Mr. President, there is simply no 
margin for error in the production of 
baby formula. An infant relies on the 
formula to sustain life and provide the 
proper nourishment at a time of rapid 
physical and mental development. 

It is time to end FDA's policy of "let 
the baby beware" and instead to insti
tute the safeguards our children de
serve. 

I want to repeat to my colleagues 
that this amendment is not directly in 
point with respect to the drug export 
bill. But I believe it to be so urgent 
and so much a matter of an emergency 
that I deemed it appropriate to offer it 
on this bill. 

I say to my colleagues in the Senate 
that if you have any children, or if 
you have grandchildren, and if you are 
concerned about their health, if you 
are concerned about what is going in 
their little bodies, then I cannot see 
any reason that anybody can justify 
voting against this bill. 

I would hope, frankly, that my col
league who is managing the bill, from 
the State of Utah, Senator HATCH, 
would see fit to accept this amend
ment. This amendment is right. To 
vote against this amendment is to vote 
against the infants born today and to
morrow and in our future. Please do 
not let them down. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

0 1420 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I wish to say to my colleague from 
Utah, just as soon as he has concluded 
his remarks I am prepared to vote. 
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as I in

dicated in my remarks yesterday, the 
first problem I have with this amend
ment is that it has nothing to do with 
pharmaceutical export amendments of 
1986. It relates to an entirely different 
subject area, that of infant formula, 
and would require the Members of this 
body make judgments on matters for 
which they cannot have been well 
briefed. It seems to me that we have 
our hands full with the 20 or more 
amendments by the Senator from 
Ohio which do relate to the subject 
matter of the bill, without trying to 
shift our attention to another portion 
of the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act. 

More importantly, this amendment 
is the subject of legislation, S. 265, 
which has not been heard in commit
tee and has not received a vote by 
committee members. As chairman of 
that committee, I object to its being 
considered as an amendment on this 
bill. This is not merely a matter of 
form. As my comments will being out, 
the issues raised by this piece of legis
lation are complex and important, and 
involve scientific evidence and judg
ment on that evidence which should 
not be made in the first instance on 
the floor of the Senate looking at final 
passage. 

For reasons which I will spell out, 
the Food and Drug Administration 
will not support this proposal. 

There is no reason to change current 
law. FDA feels the Infant Formula Act 
of 1980 is working well and has been 
no evidence that supports change. 

Since the passage of the Infant For
mula Act of 1980, there have been no 
known cases of infants in the United 
States who have been adversely affect
ed by nutrient deficiencies in infant 
formula. Unlike the preenactment era, 
problems that have occurred have 
been resolved quickly with no harm. 

Since 1980, there have been eight 
infant formula recalls. Three involved 
established manufacturers of infant 
formulas. The first of these, which oc
curred before the quality majority of 
cans of infant formula that have been 
recalled since the passage of the 
Infant Formula Act of 1980. This 
recall involved a quality control fail
ure that presumably would have been 
detected and corrected under the test
ing requirements in the current regu
lations. The second recall involved a 
reduction in shelf-life potency that 
was detected and dealt with by the 
manufacturer before the nutrient 
levels fell below the minimum levels 
allowed by the Infant Formula Act. 
The third involved a deficiency in a 
permix that had been certified as 
being free from any defects by the 
premix supplier. The deficiency was 
caught quickly enough to prevent 
undue exposure to any infant. 

The remaining five recalls involved 
aspiring manufacturers of infant for
mula or foreign manufacturers whose 

products recently appeared in U.S. ter
ritory in the Virgin Islands without 
prior notification to FDA. The aspir
ing manufacturers generally disregard
ed the requirements of the Infant For
mula Act and presumably these recalls 
would have been necessary under the 
Senator's amendment as well as under 
current law. The foreign products may 
have reached U.S. territory from an
other island in the area without the 
knowledge of the manufacturer. 

In addition, to these product recalls, 
there has also been an unusual recall 
of literature involving a Japanese soy
based product that was not labeled as 
being an infant formula. Literature as
sociated with the product suggested 
that it could be useful as an infant for
mula for infants who had feeding 
problems with milk. A child in Canada 
reportedly developed rickets and other 
nutritional deficiency problems as a 
consequence of these representations: 
FDA was able to obtain a recall of the 
literature. But again, it is doubtful 
this kind of occurrence could be pre
vented by new legislation. 

In summary, the Federal regulation 
of infant formula appears to be work
ing. FDA has not been able to identify 
any systemic problems in the existing 
regulatory framework that would re
quire the substantial modifications 
proposed by the Senator's amend
ment. 

PREMARKET APPROVAL 

The current system under the Infant 
Formula Act is one of notification by 
manufacturers to FDA. This amend
ment would replace that system with a 
premarket approval requirement. 
Make no mistake-this is a major legis
lative change. This premarket approv
al system is much more time consum
ing and burdensome and consumes 
much more agency and industry re
sources. FDA does not feel that it 
would be able to live up to the time 
lines set forth in the amendment, and 
based on its record in the new drug 
area I would have to agree. 

More importantly, we recognized the 
potential impact of such a system 
when we specifically rejected the Fed
eral pre-clearance of infant formula, 
in favor of the current notification re
quirement, during our consideration of 
the Infant Formula Act of 1980. The 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee report on that act concluded that: 

The notification requirement ... will go 
far to assure consumers a reasonable stand
ard of safety while not unreasonably bur
dening the industry through a potentially 
cumbersome system of marketing clear
ances. 

We are now asked to take the step 
that we rejected then. To justify such 
a change, there should be some com
pelling reason, but FDA has stated: 

Our experience so far, however, has not 
revealed any deficiencies in the existing no
tification system that would require a pre
market approval system to correct. 

Let me just take a few minutes to 
talk about the requirement of testing 
every batch in its finished form for 
every nutrient. FDA's current testing 
regulations are grounded in reason 
and common sense. They recognize 
that there is no virtue in testing for 
testing's sake. They require that each 
batch of infant formula be analyed for 
all but 6 of the 29 statutorily required 
nutrients, either at the raw material 
stage, the in-process stage, or the fin
ished product stage. The other 6 nutri
ents must be tested for only at 3-
month intervals. 

However, there have been no docu
mented cases-ever-of deficiencies in 
normal infants of biotin, choline, and 
inositol, three of the nutrients. And vi
tamins D, and K, two of the others, 
are well-retained in the human body. 
Finally, the vegetable oils now used as 
fat sources are rich in linoleic acid. the 
final nutrient. This, combined with 
the lack of product deficiencies with 
these nutrients over the past few 
years, convinces FDA that current 3-
month testing requirement for these 
nutrients is adequate. On the other 
side of the coin, analyses for these nu
trients are unusually time consuming 
and expensive, and would increase the 
price of the infant formula, and that 
would be very, very tragic for millions 
of low-income people all over the 
world, especially since there is no 
reason to put them through this and 
there is no reason to have this type of 
added expense. 

Further, testing the formula at the 
finished product stage would require 
the manufacturer to warehouse the 
entire product batch during testing at 
considerable expense, since some of 
these tests take months, and that ex
pense would inevitably be passed on to 
the consumer. 

QUALITY FACTORS 

The amendment would require the 
Secretary to issue regulations estab
lishing quality factors for all the re
quired nutrients. This amounts to a 
mandatory setting of standards for 
bioavailability. Bioavailability of nutri
ents in infants is a far different and 
more variable matter from bioavailabil
ity in new drugs, for example. The sci
entific community has never accepted 
standards for bioavailability of these 
nutrients, with the sole exception of 
protein. And FDA has issued a quality 
factor for protein. In short, the Infant 
Formula Act of 1980 gives the Secre
tary discretion to establish quality fac
tors, and the Food and Drug Adminis
tration has remained sensitive to that 
authority, using it when it became ap
propriate. But there is no sense in 
forcing the Government to set stand
ards which are still matters of scientif
ic uncertainty. The important thing is 
that it is known that some forms of 
nutrients are more bioavailable than 
others, and that all infant formula 
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manufacturers are using the most 
bioavailable forms available. Thus I 
don't see what improvement the adop
tion of this amendment would bring 
for our children. 

What we do not need at this time is 
new legislation that has not been 
tested by the committee process for 
products that literally have been cov
ered by legislation passed just 5 years 
ago, legislation that is working very, 
very well, legislation that is protecting 
infants all over the world, and legisla
tion which protects them at the most 
reasonable cost. 

Now, the Senator, of course, feels 
very deeply about these type of 
amendments and I think he does feel 
deeply about labeling and many things 
that he argues about. Sometimes he is 
right. In this particular case, he is not 
right. We should not have to amend 
the 1980 act at this time on this bill 
when there have not been hearings 
and there is no evidence that it needs 
to be amended, other than the Sena
tor's feelings. 

To be frank with you, this is not the 
thing to do on this particular bill. So, 
with that, I move to table the amend
ment and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HATCH. Wait just a second. Let 

me withdraw that. 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

motion to table is not debatable. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I understand that. But I am going to 
ask my colleague to not go forward 
with the motion to table. He has just 
spoken and I want to respond to his 
remarks. 

Mr. HATCH. Of course. I withdraw 
my motion to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
motion is withdrawn. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the chairman of our committee, Sena
tor HATCH, made the point that there 
have been no hearings and because 
there have been no hearings it is inap
propriate that we go forward with an 
amendment of this kind. But let me 
point out to my chairman that on July 
20, 1983, I, Senator KENNEDY, Senator 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH, Senator CLAI
BORNE PELL, Senator DONALD RIEGLE, 
Senator SPARK MATSUNAGA, and Sena
tor CHRISTOPHER DODD wrote to him 
asking for hearings. At that time, we 
said: 

As members of the Labor and Human Re
sources Committee, we urge you to convene 
oversight hearings on these regulations as a 
matter of urgency. 

That was in July of 1983. 
If that were not enough, in August 

of 1983, I wrote again to the chairman 
of the committee in which I said: 

I would like to inform you that there is 
yet another recall of adulterated infant for
mula underway of vitamin-deficient Soyalac 
powder, milk-free fortified formula for in
fants. 

I went on to say: 
This incident makes my recent request for 

congressional hearings on all the regula
tions established under the infant formula 
bill even more urgent. 

That was in July of 1983 and one in 
August of 1983. Two years passed and 
we still did not get a hearing. On April 
19, 1985, I addressed a letter to the 
Honorable ORRIN HATCH, chairman of 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, and the Honorable PAULA 
HAWKINS, chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Children, Family, Alcohol
ism, and Drug Abuse. 

At that point I said: 
Last Sunday, the Food and Drug Adminis

tration announced that an infant formula 
known as "Kama-mil" was being called off 
the market. FDA, which only became aware 
of the existence of this formula through an 
anonymous source, found that "Kama-mil" 
was marketed without proper notification 
and that it contained life threatening nutri
ent deficiencies. 

My letter goes on to say: 
I am again requesting that a hearing be 

scheduled on the current infant formula 
regulations and on my proposed amend
ments as soon as possible. More immediate
ly, I urge you to schedule a hearing-either 
at full Committee or before the Subcommit
tee on Children, Families, Alcoholism, and 
Drug Abuse-on the current recall situation, 
in order to explore the reasons FDA offi
cials have been unable to act swiftly in this 
matter. As you may know, this is not the 
first recall of defective formula since pas
sage of the Act. Prior to the current "Kama
mil" recall, three million cans of formula 
had to be seized. 

Certainly we have been pressing the 
chairman for a hearing on this issue. 
Certainly he can make no argument 
that we have not requested a hearing. 
We not only requested a hearing, but 
we have gone back to him time and 
time again but to no avail. So I have 
no alternative but to offer this amend
ment to this pending piece of legisla
tion. 

Let me summarize in one sentence. 
If you are concerned about the babies 
of your children and grandchildren, 
and all the babies that are being born 
every day of the week in this country, 
then you cannot afford not to vote for 
my amendment. 

I believe the issue is are you con
cerned about the health of children, 
or babies, or are you not? I believe the 
Members of this body are concerned 
and are not going to play twiddle-dee, 
twiddle-dum as to whether or not 
there was or was not a hearing. We 
sought a hearing. We could not get a 
hearing. We sought a hearing three 
separate times and could not get a 
hearing. 

Think about the babies and quit 
worrying about the process. I think 
that is all the issue is about. 

Having said that, let me say to my 
colleague from Utah, I have indicated 
a willingness to proceed forward 
promptly with respect to a number of 
amendments that I have offered 
today. I would hope that he would see 
fit not to offer motions to table, and 
that we might have an up or down 
vote. I do not intend to drag out the 
debate. 

I am prepared to vote immediately. 
Mr. HATCH. I say to my distin

guished friend from Ohio I will have 
to move to table most of these amend
ments, however, at the request of a 
number of Senators. 

Let us be honest about it. There has 
been basically no reason whatsoever to 
hold hearings on this issue because 
there have not been any problems or 
any injuries. In the Kama-mil case, 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
says Kama-mil was marketed in defi
ance of the 1980 law. That would have 
happened if the Senator's amend
ments were passed. If current law had 
been followed by the Kama-mil manu
facturers, there would have been no 
problem. If this amendment had been 
law, it would have made no difference. 
It would not have protected any in
fants. 

The fact of the matter is this 
amendment is another attempt by 
somebody who desires overregulation 
by the Fedeal Government. 

That is why we saw no need for a 
hearing on this legislation. It would 
not have corrected the problem. 

If the Senator can bring up good il
lustrations which the FDA agrees 
with-and they have investigated and 
are investigating every one of these 
things-of course we will hold hear
ings on it. But he has not been able to 
do that so far. The FDA has been op
posed to this type of overregulatory 
conduct. 

So again, this comes down to are we 
going to regulate people into the 
ground or are we not? Are we going to 
escalate the costs, or are we not? I 
think it is time to get to what this bill 
is all about and not bring up red her
rings that really have no reason to be 
here on the floor of the Senate at this 
time. 

The fact of the matter is I do not 
know of any case-other than a couple 
which as the Senator has explained 
the FDA is investigating-and neither 
does FDA know of any case where in
fants have suffered as a result of for
mulas except those where current law 
was ignored, and those eight infant 
formula recalls since 1980. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? Do we have to 
wait until the children suffer? 

Mr. HATCH. I think we have to 
have more than the Senator's visceral 
instincts before we start regulating, 
and adding to the cost of infant for
mula. 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. Is the Senator 

aware that Mead Johnson had two re
calls of over 300,000 cans; that Wyeth 
Labs, Inc., had two recalls of over 3.3 
millions cans; that Sunrise & Rainbow 
had a recall of 6,935 cans; that Lorna 
Linda Foods had recalls of 272,768 
cans; that Ross Labs had 5,184 cans re
called; that Gerber Products-the 
famous Gerber Co.-had 74,000 cans 
recalled? 

Mr. HATCH. Each one of those ex
amples are examples of how the cur
rent law works to protect infants. We 
have had eight recalls since 1980, and 
every one of those has been recalled 
pursuant to this law of 1980. Does the 
Senator want to add to the overregula
tory infrastructure of that law? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. These were on 
the market and being sold. 

Mr. HATCH. I described each one of 
those eight recalls accurately. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Fortunately, 
no children suffered by reason of 
using those formulas. 

Mr. HATCH. That is right. Not a 
one. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. But the fact is 
they could have, and I am saying what 
we ought to do is have testing of the 
product before it goes into the market
place. 

I have difficulty in understanding 
my colleague and my friend as to why 
he would be opposed to that. I cannot 
believe that I am standing here debat
ing the question of whether or not 
infant formula ought to be tested 
before it is sold in the marketplace. 

I am prepared to vote. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Utah has the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, is 
the Senator reserving the right to 
move to table? 

Mr. HATCH. Yes. I am reserving the 
right to make a motion to table. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as 
Members know, I am a cosponsor of 
this legislation with my good friend 
from Utah. But I must say on this par
ticular issue of the infant formula I 
have to part company with him. What 
has happened both here in the United 
States and around the world has been 
a subject matter which has been 
before the health committees of this 
body over a period of probably some 
15 years. 

Senator METZENBAUM makes a strong 
case of support for action going back 
to 1980, and a very clear indication 
that the membership of this body, and 
also over in the House, felt that there 
should be strong remedial action. That 
legislation was really never imple
mented in ways that it was intended I 
believe by the House and the Senate, 

particularly those that follow this 
issue with great interest. 

Now we have some dozen different 
examples since 1981 where there have 
been problems. Those have been re
ferred to in the earlier debate and dis
cussion. The response is made, well, 
that really shows that the legislation 
is working since we have found these 
particular instances where there have 
been difficulties and there have been 
problems. I will submit the list of mar
keting of defective formulas despite 
the passage of infant formula law, and 
the various occasions or dates when 
the problem has been detected. 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
avoid these kinds of instances. One 
can say the law is working because we 
have been able to detect it. The Metz
enbaum amendment is to avoid these 
kinds of occasions in the future. It is 
his best judgment, and one with which 
I agree, that the proposal and the reg
ulation would address certainly the 
kinds of problems that have been out
lined and have been identified since 
1981. 

I know the point is made that it is 
effectively overkill because there will 
be testing of various nutrients in these 
various programs. But I believe that is 
an essential aspect of the protection 
for the consumer, and particularly the 
most vulnerable consumer in our socie
ty; that is, the infant. Therefore, in 
this instance we certainly want to err 
in terms of protection of those individ
uals. 

So this amendment has merit. I 
think we are talking about providing 
important protection for individuals 
who are really the most vulnerable. 
Many of us are aware of a number of 
industries in the profession that are 
using the kinds of standards which are 
basically included in the Metzenbaum 
amendment to ensure that their prod
ucts are not going to be subject to any 
type of abuse. 

0 1440 
Mr. President, I hope that this 

amendment is not tabled and that it 
will be accepted. It strengthens the 
entire legislation. 

I thank the Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I will re

iterate that since 1980, and I appreci
ate the feelings of my colleagues about 
this, there have been eight infant for
mula recalls. Three involved the man
ufacturers of infant formula. The Sen
ator from Ohio has listed them. 

As I say, the first of those occurred 
before the FDA issued its quality con
trol regulations, which accounts for 
the overwhelming number of cans of 
infant formula that were recalled 
since the passage of the Infant Formu
la Act of 1980. That recall involved a 
quality control failure that would have 
been detected and corrected under cur
rent testing and regulatory require-

ments in the current regulation. There 
is no question about that. 

The second recall involved the re
duction of shelf life potency. That was 
detected by the manufacturer, itself, 
and it was detected before the nutri
ent levels fell below those allowed by 
the Infant Formula Act. 

So the infants were protected and 
would have been protected under that 
act itself. 

The third involved a deficiency in a 
premix. That premix had been certi
fied as being free from any defects by 
the premix supplier. The premix diffi
culty was caught quickly enough to 
prevent any undue exposure to any 
infant and caught under the law of 
1980. 

The remaining five involved new, do
mestic manufacturers or foreign man
ufacturers whose products recently ap
peared in our U.S. territory in the 
Virgin Islands without prior notifica
tion of the FDA. These manufacturers 
disregarded the requirements of the 
Infant Formula Act. 

Those recalls would have been neces
sary under current law, but they also 
would have been necessary under the 
Senator's amendment. 

Foreign products may have reached 
U.S. territory from some other island 
in the area without the knowledge of 
the manufacturer. There was an un
usual recall involving Japanese soy
based product. It was not labeled as 
being an infant formula. The litera
ture said that it could be used as an 
infant formula as a substitute for milk 
products if infants were having feed
ing problems with milk. 

A child did develop rickets under the 
nutrient deficiency problems, but FDA 
was able to recall the literature under 
existing law. Again, it is doubtful if 
that kind of occurrence could have 
been prevented by the new legislation, 
certainly by the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio. 

So this amendment would not add 
anything to any of these instances 
which are the only instance which, to 
the knowledge of FDA, have occurred. 
FDA does not feel that it needs this 
added regulatory burden that the dis
tinguished Senator from Ohio, and I 
take it the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, would like to have. 
The FDA has not been able to identify 
any real systemic problems in the ex
isting regulatory framework that 
would require the substantial modifi
cations that the Senator is asking for 
in his amendment today. 

We could ask for more and more reg
ulations on anything. But the question 
we need to ask ourselves is how neces
sary the additional regulations would 
be. I agree, if the system is not work
ing, if it has not been working well, if 
there are indications that it is not 
working well, we need to correct the 
situation. But to add another regula-
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tory burden which the FDA says it 
does not need at this time does not 
contribute anything. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I am prepared to vote. Is there some 
reason that the Senator is not pre
pared to vote at this point? 

Mr. HATCH. I understand there are 
a number of Senators at the White 
House right now. The Secretary of the 
Senate has asked me to wait a few 
more minutes. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no ob
jection to doing that, but I want to say 
to my colleague I tried to be coopera
tive. I did not bring up any amend
ments this morning, as I wanted to do. 
I have tried to move this matter for
ward promptly. I have a number of ad
ditional amendments that I want to 
bring up. I do not want to be crowded 
for time on the basis that somebody 
wants to get away. 

Mr. HATCH. I share the viewpoint 
of the Senator from Ohio. He has 
been very cooperative. We do want to 
accommodate him on these amend
ments. Can we temporarily set it aside 
and wait for Senators to return from 
the White House and move to the next 
amendment? Why not go to the 
second amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Does my col
league think if we start the rollcall 
they might not be back before we 
finish? 

Mr. HATCH. I would prefer not to 
start the rollcall. Why not temporarily 
lay this one aside? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
from Tennessee has just entered the 
Chamber. He has been involved in this 
very actively. I yield to him. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I appreci
ate this time to speak on the Metz
enbaum amendment. I want to express 
my strong and unequivocal support for 
this amendment. As the principal 
sponsor of the Infant Formula Act in 
the other body during the last Con
gress, I spent many hours looking at 
the nature of this problem we are 
trying to remedy. 

Along with the Senator from Ohio, 
Senator METZENBAUM, I took some 
pride in the bill itself and had some 
hope that its provisions would protect 
some of our most vulnerable citizens 
against a problem that had arisen far 
too many times in the past. That is, 
poor quality infant formula being 
made available on a mass distribution 
basis and then severely hurting the 
health of thousands and thousands of 
infants throughout the country. 

We passed this legislation and ex
pected that the administration would 
implement it in good faith. Unfortu
nately, those hopes were not justified 
because after the law went into effect, 
the administration, for a long time, re
fused to implement the law. 

A long time after it passed, about a 
year, it had still not been implement
ed, and another incident took place of 

thousands of cans of defective infant 
formula distributed widely throughout 
the country. In this particular in
stance, the defect involved was one 
identical to a defect which had oc
curred some 20 years earlier affecting 
the same company. 

As a result of that earlier episode, 
there are many, many young people in 
their 20·s in this country who have 
severe problems in speaking, in 
moving, severe brain damage. We 
know the results of the particular defi
ciency that was involved. 

The Commissioner of the Food and 
Drug Administration at that time 
came before the Congress and testified 
under oath that if the Infant Formula 
Act had been implemented, then this 
incident would never have occurred. 
The law would have prevented it from 
taking place and those infants would 
have been protected. 

Well, the day after the hearing at 
which that testimony took place, the 
FDA finally signed off on regulations 
implementing the law. Some people 
again breathed a sigh of relief. But 
once again, Mr. President, hopes in
vested in those regulations did not 
proved to be justified because upon 
closer examination it became apparent 
that the regulations promulgated 
changed the intent and thrust of the 
law very significantly, and deprived 
the law of its intended impact. It made 
it very difficult for those enforcing the 
law to really accomplish the purposes 
of the act, namely, to protect infants 
consuming formula in this country. 

0 1450 
So what does the Congress do? It is a 

classic problem. If the Congress passes 
a law and the administration charged 
with faithfully executing that law re
fuses to implement it and then belat
edly implements it in a fashion which 
frustrates the intent of Congress and 
removes from the law its real effec
tiveness, what remedy is there? 

Where, there is only one effective 
remedy, and that is for the Congress 
to come back, amend the law, and 
make it work the way it was originally 
intended to work. 

There are some problems with that 
because ideally in our system the legis
lative branch and executive branch 
should work in partnership, each 
bringing its own unique strengths to 
that partnership and allowing our 
laws to work not only with effective
ness but with sensible flexibility as 
well. 

Where the administration failed in 
the discharge of its duties, the Con
gress must be more specific in spelling 
out exactly what needs to be done. 
The amendment offered by the Sena
tor from Ohio accomplishes this pur
pose. It would fix the law and make 
sure that it serves the purposes it was 
originally intended to serve. This 
amendment would require manufac-

turers to test formula for each re
quired nutrient prior to distribution. 

What is wrong with that? In the 
wake of this record which has been 
built up over the years and in the 
wake of the administration's failure to 
administrator a more flexible version 
of this, this is essential. 

The amendment would require peri
odic testing of formula throughout the 
shelflife of the product. What is 
wrong with that? It should be done. 
Mothers and fathers of infants relying 
on formula want this action to be 
taken. 

The amendment would also require 
manufacturers to retain production 
records for 1 year after the expiration 
date in order to aid FDA investigators 
in the event of an accident. 

Again, Mr. President, what is wrong 
with that? If we have a massive defect 
involving a mass-produced product af
fecting the health and lives and safety 
of infants throughout this country, 
why not allow the food and drug inves
tigators to have a good chance to fix 
it? 

It would require the manufacturers 
to maintain a file of complaints re
garding their product and make that 
product available to the FDA. 

What is wrong with that? That is 
something that obviously should be 
done, and under this amendment the 
FDA would have an enhanced recall 
authority. We know from experience 
that it needs that enhanced recall au
thority, and new formulas would re
quire approval, as they should require 
approval. 

So, Mr. President, I urge my col
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this amendment strongly. It is 
unfortunate that the original law was 
implemented in a fashion which really 
did not reflect a good faith discharge 
of the duties of the executive branch, 
in my opinion, but regardless of what 
you think was the cause of the current 
deficiencies in the law that is on the 
books, you should support this amend
ment which would remedy those defi
ciencies and make the law work as it 
was originally intended to work. So I 
urge all my colleagues to vote aye on 
the Metzenbaum amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
names of Senators KENNEDY and MAT
SUNAGA be added as cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I yield the floor to the Senator from 
Hawaii, one of the cosponsors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 
as a cosponsor of the original law 
which the FDA has failed to imple
ment and as a cosponsor of the Metz-
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enbaum amendment now being consid
ered, I rise in strong support of the 
amendment. What is wrong with the 
amendment which merely, one, re
quires manufacturers to test each 
batch of infant formula for a level of 
required nutrients and also to ensure 
that the formula does not contain any 
hazardous extraneous materials before 
the formula leaves the factory? 

Two. The amendment provides for 
routine testing of nutrient levels 
during the formula's shelf life. 

Three. The amendment requires all 
testing records for liquid and dry 
infant formulas to be retained for 1 
year after expiration of the formula's 
shelf life. 

And, four, the amendment estab
lishes recall procedures for any formu
la which does not meet nutrient re
quirements or is otherwise adulterat
ed. 

Now, what is wrong with this amend
ment? No one can speak against the 
full provisions of it, and so I strongly 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment now pending. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator from Tennessee 
as well as the Senator from Hawaii for 
their supportive remarks. I have indi
cated previously that I am prepared to 
vote. Is the Senator from Utah pre
pared at this point? If not, I will offer 
to move this amendment aside. Is the 
Senator prepared to vote? 

Mr. HATCH. I believe, with our col
leagues still at the White House, we 
should temporarily set this aside and 
move to the next amendment. The 
minute we get notice that they have 
left the White House, we will be happy 
to move to table. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1950 

<Purpose: To require that the same condi
tions apply to the export of antibiotic 
drugs as apply to other drugs) 
Mr. METZENBAUM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. METZENBAUM Mr. President, 

I have three amendments pending at 
the desk. I ask unanimous consent 
that the first and second amendments 
be set aside and the third amendment 
be called up for immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. METz
ENBAUM] proposes an amendment numbered 
1950. 

Mr. METZENBAUM Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be disposed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

On page 37, between lines 20 and 21, 
insert the following: 

"(9) An antibiotic drug which is subject to 
certification by the Secretary under section 
507 may be shipped for export only to a 
country described in paragraph (2) and only 
if the antibiotic drug meets the require
ments of paragraph (3). 

SEc. 4. <a>< 1> The provisions of section 
801<e) of the Federal Food Drug, and Cos
metic Act, as added by section 3 of this Act, 
shall not apply, for a period of one year be
ginning on the date of enactment of this 
Act, to any antibiotic drug which-

<A> is subject to certification by the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services under 
section 507 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act; 

<B> has been exported prior to the date of 
enactment of this Act; 

<C> does not comply with the provisions of 
section 801<e> of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, as added by section 3 of 
this Act; and 

<D) complies with the provisions of para
graph <2>. 

(2) An antibiotic drug to which paragraph 
(1) applies may be exported if-

<A> such antibiotic drug has not been the 
subject of final action by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services denying, with
drawing, or suspending approval or certifi
cation of such antibiotic drug on the basis 
of safety and effectiveness, or otherwise 
banning such antibiotic drug on such basis; 
and 

(B) such antibiotic drug is not the subject 
of a notice by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services of a determination that the 
sale of such antibiotic drug in the foreign 
country to which such antibiotic drug is to 
be exported is contrary to the public health 
and safety of such country. 

(b) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services may extend the one-year period for 
which, pursuant to subsection (a)( 1 ), the 
provisions of section 80l<e> of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act do not apply 
to an antibiotic drug if the Secretary deter
mines that the manufacturer of such antibi
otic drug is making a good faith effort to 
comply with the provisions of section 80He> 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act, as added by section 3 of this Act, with 
respect to such antibiotic drug. Any exten
sion under this subsection shall be for a 
period not in excess of one year. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the amendment which I have sent to 
the desk would include antibiotics 
under the provisions of this legisla
tion. Now, currently antibiotics which 
have not completed the FDA approval 
process can be exported. This amend
ment would simply bring antibiotics 
under the protections which the spon
sors of this legislation contend the 
present bill contains. 

Mr. President, there is absolutely no 
reason to treat antibiotics any differ
ently in this legislation than we treat 
nonantibiotic drugs. After all, we re
quire both kinds of drugs to go 
through elaborate and extensive test
ing prior to approval in this country to 
determine their safety and effective
ness. 

As I have said, the sponsors of the 
legislation before the Senate contend 
that the bill provides foreign consum
ers with protection. Why should not 

that protection about which they 
speak be offered to foreign consumers 
who now use unapproved antibiotic 
drugs? 

Mr. President, there is certainly a 
need for protection in this area. Listen 
to the response of the FDA when 
asked how many staff are assigned to 
monitoring the export of unapproved 
antibiotics to ensure that they at least 
meet our code for good manufacturing 
practices. 

Let me quote from that response: 
No resources are assigned specifically to 

determine whether unapproved antibiotics 
that are exported are in conformity with 
the current requirements of the good manu
facturing practices or to determine if a par
ticular firm may be engaged in exporting 
unapproved antibiotics. 

Mr. President, the FDA cannot tell 
us which unapproved antibiotics are 
being exported, which drug companies 
are exporting, or even whether these 
products meet the most basic of FDA 
standards-those involved in the 
proper manufacture of the product. 
We are not even discussing whether 
these antibiotics are safe or whether 
they are effective. The only current 
requirement is that they are manufac
tured according to basic standards. 
And the FDA has no way of knowing 
if this is the case. 

Mr. President, the Senate is not in 
order, including the Presiding Officer. 
May I have order in the Senate, 
please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is in order. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
although there is a dearth of informa
tion on which companies are actually 
exporting the unapproved antibiotics, 
I have been able to document one case 
which should give the Senate ample 
cause for alarm. I refer to a Bristol
Myers product with the export brand 
name "Uropol." It is a combination an
tibiotic with tetracycline, a phosphate 
complex with sulfonamide, and an an
algesic. 

D 1500 
In August of 1983, the product was 

ordered off the domestic market place 
because the FDA had decided these 
combinations are ineffective. Accord
ing to the world health organization, 
"their spectrum of activity is often so 
wide that they have undesirable ef
fects on the body." 

But Mr. President, even though this 
particular antibiotic, Uropol, was or
dered off the domestic market in 
August 1983, the manufacturer contin
ued to export it until December of 
1984. 

Please understand what I am saying. 
We ordered it off the domestic market 
in August of 1983. The manufacturer 
continued to export it until December 
of 1984, more than a year after it had 
been removed from the domestic 
market. 
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At least the proposed legislation 

would halt this practice of exporting 
drugs which are banned in the United 
States. 

We should ensure that this type of 
practice is halted. A minimal step is to 
bring the export of unapproved antibi
otics under the provisions of this legis
lation. I say to my colleagues, what 
reason exists not to do that? 

Mr. President, antibiotic use, par
ticularly in the Third World, has 
become so widespread that diseases 
are rapidly becoming immune. 

According to Health Action Interna
tional, the following is an accurate 
profile of antibiotic use in the Third 
World. 

When antibiotics were first devel
oped, they were seen as a "magic 
bullet" that would radically change 
the treatment of infectious disease. 
Now, however, experts are worried 
that the golden age of antibiotics is 
over. 

One hundred and fifty scientists 
from more than 25 countries claimed 
in 1981 that "these antimicrobial 
agents are losing their effectiveness 
because of the spread and persistence 
of drug-resistant organisms. Moreover, 
unless steps are taken to curtail the 
present situation, we may find a time 
when such agents are no longer useful 
to combat diseases." 

Some bacteria are naturally resist
ant to certain antibiotics, but often re
sistance is acquired. Bacteria become 
resistant by incorporating a "resist
ance factor" into their genes to render 
the antibiotic ineffective. This can 
pass quickly to other bacteria. Multi
ple resistance, where bacteria are re
sistant to several antibiotics, can also 
be transferred from one species to an
other. 

The inability to treat infections with 
the usual antibiotic of choice-or any 
other drug-can be disastrous. Be
tween 1968 and 1972, an outbreak of 
bacillary dysentery caused by an anti
biotic resistant strain led to thousands 
of deaths in Central America. A simi
lar outbreak in Bangladesh, in 1973, 
affected 33 percent of the population 
of an island in Bay of Bengal over a 3-
month period. 

According to the World Health Or
ganization [WHOJ: 

The problem is global and is the result of 
widespread and indiscriminate use of anti
microbial drugs in man and animals. 

The threat of infection in the Third 
World through poverty, malnutrition, 
poor sanitation, and poor housing con
ditions means that antibiotics have po
tentially a large role to play in improv
ing health care. In underdeveloped 
countries, a larger proportion of the 
drug budget is spent on antibiotics and 
antiparasitic drugs than in industrial
ized countries: 24 percent in India and 
nearly 50 percent in Tanzania, com
pared to 15 percent in the United 
Kingdom, 5.2 percent in Switzerland 

or 4.6 percent in West Germany. How
ever, as in industrialized countries, 
antibiotics are only effective if they 
are properly used. The reality is very 
different. 

In Peru during 1983, the Italian firm 
Carlo Erba marketed a drug contain
ing chloramphenicol and tetracycline 
in a special pediatric formulation with 
chocolate flavoring, as a treatment for 
diarrhea. The drug-Quemiciclina
was so popular and its use so wide
spread that it became known as Erba, 
after its manufacturer. Some children 
called it sweeties for diarrhea. The 
BNF advises that tetracyclines should 
not be given to children under 12 and 
describes chloramphenicol as a 
"potent, potentially toxic antibiotic 
which should be reserved for the 
treatment of life-threatening infec
tion." Despite Carlo Erba's intention 
to withdraw the drug in Peru, it was 
still available in Africa during May 
1985. Many other antidiarrheal prep
arations containing antibiotics are also 
on the Third World market. 

The massive market for antibiotics, 
estimated in U.S. dollars at $15 billion 
annually, is a major factor behind the 
misuse: 

Since the drug industry is profit oriented, 
it tries to increase the sales of antibiotics. 
This occurs either by increasing the 
volume-which leads to unnecessary pre
scribing-or increasing the relative propor
tion of expensive antibiotics, which usually 
are not drugs of choice. It is, therefore, 
questionable whether optimal prescribing of 
antibiotics can be attained in this context. 

The WHO essential drugs list con
tains 16 antibiotics. In Sweden there 
are 90. In one British hospital, six 
antibiotics covered 98 percent of re
quirements over a 2-year period. How
ever, about 200 antibiotics are on the 
market in Central America. Adequate 
information about adverse drug effects 
were frequently not provided to doc
tors in manufacturers' drug descrip
tions. Furthermore, compounds could 
be obtained without a prescription. 
Thus, there is a high potential for 
misuse. 

Mr. President, clearly the use of 
antibiotics throughout the world car
ries many opportunities for abuse. 

Let us limit these abuses by adopting 
this amendment and bringing antibiot
ics under the bill. 

Mr. President, it is fair to point out 
that I do not believe that this is a good 
bill. In fact, I think this is a very bad 
bill. But at least it would be a step in 
the right direction if we brought anti
biotics within the terms of the bill. 

Let me address myself for a moment 
to the entire subject of the bill. 

When this matter was about to come 
to the Senate, I indicated to the lead
ership that I had a number of amend
ments that I wished to be considered 
by this body. I indicated, in very clear 
terms, that I would not delay the 
matter of bringing it to the floor of 
the Senate; that, so far as I was con-

cemed, the motion to proceed could be 
agreed to without any problem from 
the Senator from Ohio, but that when 
we got on the bill, I wanted to have an 
adequate opportunity to debate the 
issues, in order to offer a number of 
amendments. 

I was on the floor on Monday, and 
we had an understanding on Monday 
that any amendments could be offered 
but that there would be no votes in 
connection with them. 

I then indicated that I was prepared 
to go forward with respect to voting on 
amendments early this morning, but I 
was prevailed upon not to do that be
cause it might inconvenience some 
Members of this body. 

Then I was told that we would start 
at 2 o'clock, and I have indicated since 
about 2:30 that I was prepared to vote, 
and it is now 3:10. 

0 1510 
It is my understanding some Mem

bers of the body are at the White 
House, and I do not fault them for 
that. But the fact is that the Senator 
from Ohio feels as deeply about this 
bill as any bill about which I have 
spoken on the floor of the Senate. 

I am totally convinced this is bad 
legislation. I am totally convinced that 
children and adults and seniors 
throughout the world will suffer if we 
pass this legislation today. 

The Senator from Ohio can count. 
The Senator from Ohio knows that in 
all probability I do not have the votes, 
that the pharmaceutical lobby has 
done a great job. But that is not the 
issue. I do not really care whether I 
get 1 vote or 5 votes or 10 or whatever. 

I believe that the people of this 
country ought to have an opportunity 
to understand that this bill is bad. It 
will make us embarrassed not tomor
row, not next week, but a month from 
now, a year from now, 2 years from 
now. 

Have we not suffered enough embar
rassment as a Nation already by 
reason of our conduct throughout the 
world? Were we not embarrassed by 
the Bhopal incident? Did we not have 
a concern when they found products 
in Peru that should not ~e there that 
came from this country? Is it not a 
concern for us when we read about 
farmers in this country who are pro
testing the quality of the wheat that 
we are sending overseas? That only 
has to do with sales and whether or 
not you affect the sales that the farm
ers may make. 

The legislation we have before us 
today is legislation that affects the 
lives of peoples throughout the world. 

Over 20 nations have been heard 
from saying "Do not pass the Hatch 
bill." 

As I said the other day on the floor 
of the Senate, my colleague is known 
nationally in this country but I had no 
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idea before that he was so well known 
internationally. To hear from little 
parts of India about not passing the 
Hatch bill, to hear from Taiwan, 
"Don't pass the Hatch bill," to have 
the issue of the Hatch bill debated on 
the floor of the Australian Parlia
ment, with the Secretary of Health 
from Australia addressing himself to 
the issue. 

You may have the votes to pass this 
legislation but that will not make it 
right. And this Senator wants an op
portunity to offer the additional 
amendments that I have and does not 
want to be crowded in connection with 
that subject. 

I will not delay, but I am trying to 
go forward now and I am not given an 
opportunity to do so. I am not com
plaining about that. I am willing to 
wait. But I am saying to the leader
ship of the Senate, I am saying to the 
manager of the bill, do not come back 
to me later and ask me to accelerate 
the process. Do not tell me that some
body has to go away somewhere be
cause they have a fundraiser or be
cause they have a party or because 
they have a plane to catch. 

I believe this legislation is so al
mighty important that we ought to 
have a chance to adequately debate it. 

I agreed to vote finally on it tomor
row at 1 o'clock, but it was my under
standing we would be able to proceed 
forward and proceed forward in a reg
ular order. 

So I am saying to my colleague and I 
am not saying this in putting the re
sponsibility on him, but I am saying I 
am ready, I am ready now to vote on 
the third amendment. I will be ready 
to vote after that on additional 
amendments. Let us proceed forward. 

If you have the votes beat me, but at 
least I ought to have the opportunity 
to make the point that I wish to make. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ARMSTRONG). The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio 
is right. He has been very cooperative, 
and there has been a consent agree
ment. However, I believe we are basi
cally on schedule. 

We have temporarily set the first 
amendment aside to accommodate 
Senators who are at the White House 
in an important meeting, we are on 
the second amendment, and the distin
guished Senator has had the time he 
needs to argue the second amendment. 

But I want to take issue with my 
friend and colleague from Ohio with 
his statement that 20 nations have de
cried the so-called Hatch bill. 

This is a lot more than a Hatch bill. 
Of course, I am the principal sponsor, 
along with Senator KENNEDY, but 
there are many others who are on this 
bill as well. 

There are not 20 nations. There are 
people within 20 nations, most of 
whom are activists and many of whom 

are radical activists, who in some cases 
just hate our country and hate our 
corporations and who want a zero-risk 
pharmaceutical environment, and 
there is no pharmaceutical that is risk 
free. 

Let me just say this. I want to em
phasize this is a very good bill, a bill I 
am proud to sponsor and a bill that 
will help our country and will improve 
the situation for foreign consumers. 

The Senator from Ohio has in some 
ways turned the debate into a battle of 
editorials and endorsements. But I 
prefer to rest on the strength and the 
reasonableness of the points that we 
are making. I would like to point out 
there are opinions and then there are 
opinions. 

For depth of experience and under
standing, both of the law and the re
alities of the marketplace, few can 
compare with our present and former 
FDA Commissioners. These are Re
publicans and Democrats, people with 
high expertise in this area. Dr. Frank 
Young, our current Commissioner, 
spoke in favor of drug export reform 
this past June at our committee hear
ing, as did Dr. Mark Novitch in 1984 as 
Acting Commissioner. 

I have also received a letter of vigor
ous support for S. 1848 from Dr. 
Donald Kennedy, former FDA Com
missioner, now president of Stanford 
University. And I would like to read 
into the RECORD a communication I re
ceived yesterday from Dr. Alexander 
M. Schmidt, another former Commis
sioner, now vice chancellor for health 
affairs at the University of Illinois: 

I join other former commissioners of food 
and drugs in strongly supporting the phar
maceutical export amendments <S. 1848) al
lowing U.S. manufacturers to export medi
cines approved in other nations. Most devel
oped countries can and should decide what 
medicines they need. To think that U.S. bu
reaucrats can decide what medicines are 
safe and effective for the entire world is 
foolish. To force FDA into that posture is 
unwarranted. S. 1848 has sufficient safe
guards to prevent abuse of the export provi
sions. 

To prohibit export of any drug unap
proved in the U.S. will impede the develop
ment of new biotechnology in the U.S. and 
overseas and prevent the benefits of our sci
entific advances from reaching other popu
lations. 

That is pretty strong language 
coming from a number of former FDA 
Commissioners, people who have run 
this agency, who understand it, people 
who have taken safety and efficacy to 
heart and who have done a tremen
dous job of doing so. 

I have also received a telegram of 
support from former Commissioner 
Herbert Lee. 

Now, whatever else you may think of 
S. 1848, when you look at the caliber 
of these men you cannot believe that 
it is immoral, rapacious, or harmful to 
defenseless foreigners. 

I make this observation, Mr. Presi
dent, just to reinforce my contention 

that S. 1848 is a good, responsible 
piece of legislation. It will help our 
country and I do not feel any need to 
apologize for it. I am proud to offer it 
before this group. 

UNITED NATIONS' POLICY 

Much has been said about the reac
tion of foreign consumer activists to S. 
1848. But let us take a look at the 
policy followed by other representa
tive governments in the area of phar
maceutical export. Perhaps the most 
interesting policy statement is that 
contained in United Nations General 
Resolution 37-137, March 3, 1983. This 
resolution addresses policy on the 
export of both unapproved and 
banned materials. It states: 

Products that have been banned from do
mestic consumption and/ or sale because 
they have been judged to endanger health 
and the environment should be sold abroad 
by companies, corporations, or individuals 
only when a request for such product is re
ceived from an importing country or when 
the consumption of such products is official
ly permitted in the importing country. 

I note here that under S. 1848 prod
ucts addressed by this sentence-that 
is banned products-would not be ex
portable at all. They would not be ex
portable at all under my bill. S. 1848 is 
therefore considerably more conserva
tive than this part of the United Na
tions statement. It continues the state
ment: 

All countries; that have severely restricted 
or have not approved the domestic con
sumption and/ or sale of specific products, in 
particular pharmaceuticals and pesticides, 
should make available full information on 
these products with a view of safeguarding 
the health and environment of the import
ing country, including clear labeling in a 
language which is acceptable to the import
ing country. 

Thus, under this United Nations 
policy, the export of unapproved drugs 
would be handled under an informa
tion sharing system much less strin
gent than the protections in S. 1848. 
This resolution was overwhelmingly 
adopted by the United Nations Gener
al Assembly, including by a large ma
jority of Third World nations. Are we 
to say that this is an unreasonable 
policy, that it is immoral, or that it is 
contemptuous of the safety of consum
ers? Of course not. 

Further, Senator METZENBAUM has 
referred to organizations based in vari
ous countries; Belgium, Sweden, India, 
and so forth, and has cited us excerpts 
from parliamentary proceedings in 
Australia. But how is the judgment of 
a nation of these issues expressed? 
Through the legislation it passes, of 
course. And none of these nations
indeed, no other nation in the world
has imposed restrictions on the export 
of unapproved pharmaceuticals from 
its borders. I do not point this out to 
argue that the right position is de
fined by the number of countries 
which adhere to it. Senator METz-
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ENBAUM is quite right in saying that we 
must follow our wisdom regardless of 
what other countries do. 

However, when the rhetoric gets as 
inflated as it has on the part of some 
of these activist organizations, it be
comes useful as a sort of reference 
point, to look at what other nations 
have done, many of whom see them
selves as champions of the Third 
World in the international forum. Is 
the reality of the situation closer to 
the view of the world presented by 
Senator METZENBA UM or the view of 
things which I am presenting? Each 
Senator must make his own judgment, 
but we should note that this rhetoric, 
these arguments, these scare tactics 
have persuaded no other government 
on earth, not even the most radical of 
them. Now, are we to assume that offi
cials, Members of Parliament, and 
health ministers in all of these coun
tries are corrupt, incompetent, or have 
out of improper motives refused to 
adopt what Senator METZENBAUM feels 
is so obviously the correct and moral 
policy? Of course such a conclusion is 
absurd. I would hope, then, that these 
conclusions would make us cautious in 
evaluating the strident calls of those 
who claim to speak for the foreign 
community. 

0 1520 
The Senator has noted that efforts 

are underway in some of these coun
tries and at the World Health Organi
zation to impose some restrictions
though fewer than imposed by S. 
1848-on the international trade and 
pharmaceutical. However, these ef
forts have been unsuccessful, and will 
continue to be unsuccessful because 
they are without merit. We should 
hardly arrange our national policy for 
their convenience. 

In this amendment the Senator pro
vides that unapproved antibiotics may 
only be exported to countries listed, 
and under the conditions prescribed, 
in S. 1848. The amendment does not 
apply for one year if the unapproved 
antibiotic is currently being exported. 

We have to oppose this because anti
biotics have for 40 years been readily 
exportable with little restriction. 
While there may have been some 
problem in the early seventies, even 
critics of the system acknowledge that 
in response to studies of the market, 
the industry-and particularly the 
U.S. drug companies-cleaned up its 
act. They now have an actively moni
tored set of industry standards, and 
the situation has improved drastically. 
FDA has testified that the current 
system has produced no problems. 
Why then should we change it? The 
burden of change is on those who pro
pose it. "If it ain't broke, don't fix it." 

In reliance on the current policy per
mitting the export of unapproved anti
biotics to countries in which they are 
legal, many of the largest antibiotics 

manufacturers have located most, if 
not all, of their antibiotic fermenta
tion capacity in the United States. 
This amendment would not only force 
some of these plants to close, it would 
for the first time lead to the export of 
plants and jobs to foreign countries. 
This is exactly the opposite reason for 
which this bill was conceived. Grant
ed, the Senator's proposal would delay 
action for 1 year in the case of antibi
otics already in production, but there
after, the result would be just as oner
ous and unfair and just as costly to 
Americans. These facilities were built 
in reliance on current United States 
policy and on the soundness and re
sponsibility of an industry. It would be 
unfair to jeopardize them for no good 
reason. 

In the development of S. 1848, we 
considered nonantibiotic drugs for sev
eral years. We fashioned a reasonable 
bill which deserves to be enacted be
cause it much improves the situation 
for nonantibiotic unapproved drugs. 
The question of antibiotic drugs was 
not investigated, nor was it considered 
until it was raised briefly at the mark 
up on this bill, and the Senator from 
Ohio did not propose this amendment 
at that time because he knew that it 
would have been defeated overwhelm
ingly in the committee. 

Likewise, in the committee report, at 
page 38, we stated: 

Some have suggested that S. 1848 should 
be expanded to govern the export of antibi
otics. However, the committee feels that 
this is not the proper time nor the proper 
vehicle for the consideration of such an 
action. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Will the Sena
tor from Utah yield for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. It is my under

standing that the leadership on your 
side of the aisle is prepared to vote on 
this matter. 

Mr. HATCH. They are. I though I 
would finish this and have back-to
hack votes, if you would like. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I just wanted 
you to know that I am anxious to pro
ceed. 

Mr. HATCH. Of course. I am trying 
to get through the explanation on our 
side before we have back-to-back votes. 

Mr. President, I quoted the commit
tee report. 

We did not have antibiotics in mind 
during the negotiation of this bill, and 
I would point out that they carry dif
fering implications from nonantibiotic 
drugs. This is because of the particular 
range and severity of diseases to which 
they are directed, because of the un
usual expense of their production, and 
because of their unique safety profile, 
among other factors. For example, 
humans can ingest many times the 
therapeutic dose of antibiotic without 
any harm at all, and antibiotic side ef
fects are rare. Thus many of the 
safety considerations which motivated 

the particular provisions in S. 1848 
would not likely apply to antibiotics. 

Further, we do not know what the 
effect of this amendment will be on 
the industry or on the Third World if 
antibiotics are included. Antibiotics 
are the frontline of defense against 
the infectious diseases prevalent in de
veloping countries, and are in essen
tial, a vital public health tool in the 
Third World. This amendment would 
prevent the prompt delivery of new 
generation antibiotics to the Third 
World. In the last 5 years, 15 of 17 new 
antibiotics were approved abroad 
before they were approved in this 
country. Given that experience, the 
effect of Senator METZENBAUM'S 
amendment will be to force manufac
turers to construct new antibiotics 
plants overseas. Antibiotics fermenta
tion plants are among the most com
plex and expensive in the industry. 
The effect of his amendment is again 
to waste needlessly scarce resources of 
the pharmaceutical industry which 
could be spent on research. And it also 
shifts American jobs overseas. 

Finally, the fact is that there is just 
no evidence anything needs fixing 
with respect to antibiotics. Some advo
cates of change looked forward to the 
NIH sponsored symposium on antibi
otics use in the developing world 
which took place this past March. 
They hoped that the various task 
forces of renowned scientists chosen to 
carry out surveys of potential problem 
areas in antibiotics usage would pro
vide evidence to support restriction on 
the international trade in antibiotics. 

These advocates have not been 
heard from since the NIH conference. 
The reason is simple. The consensus 
was that too little is now known about 
potential problems from antibiotics 
usage under the current system and 
too much is known about their 
wonder-drug benefit and their vital 
place in health care to radically 
change the system at this point. And 
certainly it would be detrimental to 
Third World countries to change the 
system, to all other countries, as well. 
Further studies were called for, and I 
have no problem with that. But the 
need for caution was underscored by 
quotes like the following from the 
report of the task force No. 1 (p. 37): 

There are large differences in the pattern 
of antibiotic utilization among countries. 
However, the absence of data on usage that 
is linked to patient profile, diagnosis, dura
tion and dosage of therapy, emergence of re
sistant strains, drug prices, and consumer 
access to drugs preclude any definitive eval
uation of the effectiveness of antibiotic use 
in these countries. There may be as much 
under use as over use. 

Or this one from the report of task 
force No.6 (p. 111): 

The reduction in real dollar terms of the 
amount of illness and disability worldwide 
resulting from the use of antibiotics far out-
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weighs the cost of any adverse effects, in
cluding bacterial resistance. 

Or this quote from task force report 
No.4 (p. 4): 

From the data available on global morbid
ity and mortality, it appears that over five 
million deaths from viral and bacterial diar
rheal disease and over three million from 
pneumonia occur each year. These surpass 
as direct causes of mortality all of the major 
parasitical diseases. including malaria, schis
tosomiasis and amebiasis. The bacterial in
fectious diseases also produce more death 
than noninfectious diseases, including acci
dents. heart and cerebral vascular diseases. 
and malignancies. Most importantly, the in
fectious diseases exert their greatest impact 
on young children. 

Throughout these deliberations, the 
message is one of caution. These drugs 
are the best hope of the developing 
world for making significant strides 
against the killers of their children 
and adults. The available evidence 
points to lack of availability of the 
newest generation antibiotics as a sig
nificant weakness of developing na
tions health systems. They. even more 
than we in the developed world, need 
the very latest, most effective, broad
est range antibiotic drugs. They do not 
need the U.S. Congress further delay
ing the arrival of those drugs by 
making them subject to this bill. The 
experts say the situation is not well 
understood, and that traditional as
sumptions are not supported by credi
ble evidence. While I understand the 
appeal of the Senator's rhetoric, I 
cannot believe the greatest delibera
tive body in the world will move to re
strict the international trade in antibi
otics when we have not considered the 
situation in committee, and when the 
data we need to make a just and right 
decision is by scientific consensus, not 
even available when the vast majority 
of opinion is that this would be detri
mental to people in the Third World. 

0 1530 
It is a surprise for me to hear the 

Senator argue so strongly on infant 
formula and then turn around and 
bring up an amendment that truly has 
the potential to cause deaths. 

The Senator has charged that the 
development of diseases with resist
ance to antibiotics is a problem, and 
rightly so. He has then stated the hy
pothesis that the main problem with 
therapy in developing countries is 
overuse of antibiotics and that this is 
the cause of resistance development. 
And then he has moved to the recom
mendation that the way to avoid over
use at the local level is to restrict the 
flow of antibiotics into countries by 
constraining the international trade in 
antibiotics. And from there he moves 
to the proposition that antibiotics 
should be added to S. 1848. I must 
admit, that after his first statement, I 
do not follow the chain of logic. 

First of all, resistance is a very com
plex process which we have only re-

cently begun to understand. An initial 
hypothesis was that the development 
of resistance would increase as the 
usage of the antibiotic increased. How
ever, one of the conclusions reported 
at the recent NIH-sponsored confer
ence on the use of antibiotics in the 
Third World is the following: 

Resistance to antibacterial agents thus ap
pears not as fixed a function of the usage of 
the agents but as a series of functions de
rived from long chains of biological opportu
nity. This is set in the context of a recogni
tion of how little we know about broad pat
terns of evolution among bacteria and other 
diseases. 

In contrast to the assumption that 
overuse is the main problem, we find 
the following statement from Task 
Force Report No. 4: "In contrast the 
situation in developing countries is un
deruse and poor usage due to the lack 
of availability of effective agents and 
self-prescribing of over-the-counter 
drugs." The problems identified with 
the use of antibiotics were not safety 
problems inherent in the drugs them
selves, they were "proper use" prob
lems. These issues are local and they 
depend on local efforts to solve them. 

They are quite beyond solution by 
the U.S. Congress regardless of what it 
does with this bill. Restricting the 
movement of antibiotics international
ly, even if it were possible, would have 
no positive impact on these problems, 
and might indeed have a negative one 
if the latest antibiotics were delayed 
through those efforts. And caution 
must be exercised even at the local 
level. No one knows better than health 
professionals in the Third World how 
scarce, for example, trained nurses 
and physicians are. 

Thus in the face of chronic disease 
conditions, restricting access to antibi
otics unless the patient goes through 
not readily available physicians, be
comes a death sentence. In those 
cases, it may well be more humane to 
make antibiotics available more freely 
than to restrict them according to our 
own somewhat rarefied practice pat
terns. 

The consensus at the NIH confer
ence was that answers to these prob
lems are not apparent, and that fur
ther study is needed. The report of 
Task Force No. 2, entitled "Resistance 
of Bacteria to Antibacterial Agents" 
carried this as its first recommenda
tion: 

1. The available data on global prevalence 
of resistance to antibacterials were barely 
adequate to sketch ranges and suggest 
trends. More systematic surveillance on a 
much larger scale is needed to provide ex
planations or remedies. The World Health 
Organization has developed detailed recom
mendations for such surveillance and is now 
beginning integrated surveillance programs 
in several regions of the world. This initia
tive should be supported and expanded. 

2. Antibiotic resistance of gene products, 
genes, transpoons, and plasmids have been 
studied for their own biological interest and 
as tools for recombinant DNA technology. 

Information about their clinical significance 
can also be derived from some manufacturer 
supported studies of individual antibacter
ials. What are particularly needed now are 
broadly based studies of the deployment of 
these genetics elements in natural popula
tions of bacteria in order to explain the phe
nomena observed in surveillance and to sug
gest practical strategies for containment 
and reduction of resistance. 

The bottom line is that there was no 
suggestion that the solution to these 
problems was known, much less that it 
lay in restricting the international 
flow of antibiotics. 

Thus, the resistance issue can con
tribute nothing to our discussion this 
afternoon. We simply don't know 
enough about it, about its causes, or 
about how to manage it, in order to 
adopt a course of action, and then 
decide whether or not the current 
policy on antibiotics advances or re
tards that course of action. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Is the Senator 
now prepared to move? 

Mr. HATCH. If it is all right, I will 
move to table the first amendment, 
and then should we ask for a unani
mous consent to have a second amend
ment back to back? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
if I may be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside in 
order that we may immediately pro
ceed to vote in connection with 
amendment No. 1948, and that at the 
conclusion of that vote the pending 
business will be amendment No. 1950, 
the present amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MOTIONS TO TABLE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move 
to table the first amendment, and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HATCH. I also move to table the 

second amendment, so they can go 
back to back. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator restate the request? 

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous con
sent I be permitted to also move to 
table the second amendment so that 
we can have the votes back to back. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have to 
object to that on behalf of the minori
ty leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

VOTE ON MOTION TO TABLE AMENDMENT NO. 
1948 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Utah to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sena-
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tor from Ohio. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], 
the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS], and the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. PAcKwooD] are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] is absent because of death in 
family. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. LEAHY] would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
EvANS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 29, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 94 Leg.] 

YEAS-29 
Armstrong Hatch Simpson 
Cochran Hecht Stafford 
Danforth Helms Stennis 
Domenici Laxalt Symms 
East Long Thurmond 
Evans Lugar Wallop 
Gam McClure Warner 
Goldwater McConnell Weicker 
Gorton Quayle Zorinsky 
Gramm Roth 

NAYS-66 
Abdnor Duren berger Mattingly 
Andrews Eagleton Melcher 
Baucus Ex on Metzenbaum 
Bentsen Ford Mitchell 
Bid en Glenn Moynihan 
Bingaman Gore Murkowski 
Boren Grassley Nickles 
Boschwitz Harkin Nunn 
Bradley Hart Pell 
Bumpers Hatfield Pressler 
Burdick Heflin Proxmire 
Byrd Heinz Pryor 
Chafee Hollings Riegle 
Chiles Inouye Rockefeller 
Cohen Johnston Rudman 
Cranston Kassebaum Sarbanes 
D'Amato Kasten Sasser 
DeConcini Kennedy Simon 
Denton Kerry Specter 
Dixon Lautenberg Stevens 
Dodd Levin Trible 
Dole Matsunaga Wilson 

NOT VOTING-5 
Hawkins Leahy Packwood 
Humphrey Mathias 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1948 was rejected. 

0 1540 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was rejected. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on amendment No. 
1948. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I will be 
happy to accept the amendment at 
this point. The vote was overwhelming 
in favor of the amendment. I do have 
to say this to all my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator will withhold, the Senate is 
not in order. Will those talking in the 
aisles please retire to their seats or the 
cloakroom. 

0 1600 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 

to say this to my colleagues: It is an 
easier vote to vote for this, but the 
correct vote would have been to vote 
to table; because now every batch
which now is tested every 3 months 
under FDA, and adequately so-will 
have to be tested for every ingredient. 
So I expect that the formula will be 
very costly-it will cost more than it 
does now. It will be a detriment to 
people in poverty and low-income 
people. 

Be that as it may, we will be happy, 
without voting on the amendment to 
take the amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the yeas and nays on this amendment 
be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Is there further debate on the 
amendment? If not, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment <No. 1948) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed do. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1950 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as I un
derstand it, we will now move to the 
antibiotics amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is cor
rect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
Amendment No. 1950. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I believe 
the disi:.inguished Senator from Ohio 
would "Like a few minutes to express 
his viewpoint with regard to the anti
biotics amendment. I would like a few 
minutes to respond, and then I think 
we can tell our colleagues that we are 
ready to vote on that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I will not be long. 

This amendment is very simple. It 
says that antibiotics should be includ
ed within provisions of the bill. At the 
present time, there are no limitations 
at all with respect to exporting antibi
otics overseas. 

As Members of this body know, I do 
not support the basic bill, but I do be
lieve that the basic bill is better than 
no bill at all. I believe there is no logic 
or reason why antibiotics should not 
be included within the terms and pro-

visions of the legislation. That is all 
that is involved in connection with 
this amendment. It does not do any
thing more or less. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will 
just take a moment of the Senate's 
time on this issue. 

May we have order, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 
The Senate is not in order. Senators 
conversing will retire to the cloak
rooins or to their desks. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
just want to review very briefly for the 
Senate why this amendment is needed, 
and I will support it when the rollcall 
occurs. 

About 15 or 18 years ago, before we 
had a mass movement of the major 
drug companies overseas, we had the 
distribution of a number of antibiotics 
around the world, and there was the 
export of chlorphorminol to Mexico 
and to South America. It was abused 
in those countries. It was an over-the
counter antibiotic and was abused, and 
it was the direct cause of hundreds of 
deaths among infants and children in 
those countries. 

The fact is that many of the major 
drug companies have moved overseas. 
Many of the drug companies today, 
because there is no restriction in ex
porting antibiotics, continue to do so, 
and they do not have to go through 
the rigor of FDA approval. If those 
antibiotics are related in a chemical 
way to existing antibiotics, that exist
ed before the FDA, they still do not 
have to be approved, so they can be 
exported around the world. 

Mr. President, I believe that if we 
are going to follow the rationale for 
this legislation, we ought to insist that 
the antibiotics that are going to be ex
ported meet the same kinds of tests 
that we have included in terms of the 
export of prescription drugs. So I will 
support that position. It has been my 
position for a number of years. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I 
am troubled by the fact that our good 
friend from Ohio is saying-! think he 
said-that the basic bill is better than 
no bill at all, that he recognizes the 
importance of including any antibiot
ics in this kind of regime. There is a 
logic to that, for those of us who sup
port it, and yet he is in the position 
that he does not believe that the exist
ing regime is going to be effective. 

You cannot have it both ways. It 
either makes some sense or it does not. 
It is going to ensure that we have a 
greater reliability. It is going to ensure 
that here in the United States, when 
various drugs or antibiotics are going 
to be exported overseas, the FDA will 
have a greater power to control these 
various elements in terins of quality 
and in terins of the potential danger 
to host countries. 
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So I hope, first of all, that this 

amendment will be accepted. But I 
also hope that if the Senator is pre
pared to believe that this is a valuable 
amendment and is worthwhile-and I 
know he does, because I have heard 
him speak to it-he will give consider
ation to supporting the legislation. 
Otherwise, I think there will be those 
who will rise and say that they are 
sympathetic to this idea, but this kind 
of amendment at this time is not ap
propriate. I think it is appropriate, 
and I will support it. But I hope that 
all those who followed the arguments 
of the Senator from Ohio for the past 
days about the whole regime and the 
whole structure that has been devel
oped over a long period of time, with 
very careful negotiation, will support 
the legislation. 

Obviously, it could be strengthened 
and changed and approved, as I be
lieve we have just done on the issue of 
the infant formula. At this time, this 
makes the legislation more important 
and more significant, and I hope it will 
gain the support of those in this body 
who have any hesitancy in supporting 
the legislation. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I find it 
somewhat inconsistent that the Sena
tor from Ohio is so concerned about 
Third World countries with the infant 
formula. 

When, at the same time, the distin
guished Senator from Ohio is arguing 
that we should bring antibiotics under 
the purview of this bill. The purpose 
of this bill is to end this business of 
American companies going offshore 
and taking jobs with them, then sell
ing any drug they want anywhere in 
the world, whether or not it is ap
proved by anybody. That is current 
law, and it is terrible. This bill would 
end that. 

This bill invites them back and gives 
them incentive to come back to this 
country. It says that even if FDA has 
not approved, if an FDA equivalent 
country-meaning a country that has 
a process as good as FDA, and there 
are 12 we list in this bill-approves a 
pharmaceutical, it can be manufac
tured in America and sold to first- and 
second-tier countries. 

They are basically developed coun
tries, totally capable of protecting 
themselves and taking care of them
selves. 

Our system does take about $80 mil
lion and 10 years to develop a product. 
The distinguished Senator from Ohio 
now wants to bring antibiotics within 
the purview of this bill. 

There is no evidence that antibiotics 
have been misused in the world, even 
in Third World countries. If this 
amendment is adopted, these antibiot
ics are not going to become available, 
as they are developed, to Third World 
and other countries, without FDA ap
proval, without approval by many 
people. That means that Third World 

countries, which need them the most, 
are going to be deprived of them. 

Next, I might add that most U.S. 
antibiotics plants are located domesti
cally. If the Senator from Ohio's 
amendment is accepted, U.S. compa
nies are no longer going to invest the 
type of capital needed to develop anti
biotic drugs in this country. 

So one of the very things we are 
trying to do in this bill-to prevent the 
loss of biotechnology, the loss of inno
vativeness, the loss of science offshore, 
the loss of our companies, and the loss 
of jobs-would be defeated by this 
amendment. This amendment will 
amount to all those, while at the same 
time doing a disservice to the millions 
who are dying, or who will die, because 
they cannot get new forms of antibiot
ics. It seems inconsistent, but that is 
the way it is. 

0 1610 
There is a lot that can be said. Anti

biotics have for 40 years been readily 
exportable with little or no restric
tions. 

There were some problems in the 
1970's but those problems have been 
resolved by a responsible industry. 
Even critics of the system acknowl
edge that in response to studies of the 
market, the industry and particularly 
the U.S. drug companies have done 
what is right; they have actively moni
tored industry standards, and they 
have solved the problems. 

FDA has testified that currently 
there are no problems and that the 
current system has produced no prob
lems. 

Antibiotics have not been considered 
in committee. They are different from 
regular drugs. They are considerably 
safer. You can take many times the 
dosage without fear and without prob
lems. Everyone but the Third World, 
in particular, depends on them and 
must depend on them. 

Scientific experts say that the evi
dence simply is not there to change 
the current patterns of antibiotics 
trade and usage. The system has 
worked for 40 years. It really does not 
need changing. 

It would undermine this bill tremen
dously if this amendment were to pass. 

So I hope that my colleagues will 
keep that in mind. 

This is landmark legislation. It im
proves current law. It protects people 
all over the world. It keeps jobs here 
and, frankly, causes us to not have to 
import the very drugs we could have 
manufactured here as a result of com
panies moving offshore. That is what 
is going to happen .. That is what has 
happened under current law with 
regard to other pharmaceuticals. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HATCH. I am delighted to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand, 

when the FDA was established in 

1938, it excluded many of the preexist
ing drugs that had been used or antibi
otics that had been in use in our coun
try; is that correct? 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As a result, the 

drugs that were used prior to 1938 
have been used for their derivative or 
their chemical derivative or equiva
lent. So many of even the new antibi
otics that are on line now are very 
close in terms of chemical content to 
those that were at least accepted prior 
to 1938. 

Those could be exported without 
any kind of review or without any kind 
of oversight. 

That is what we found in the trage
dies in Central and South America in 
the last 15 or 20 years. 

Our former colleague, Senator 
Nelson, did a very extensive set of 
hearings on this for the Senate and 
provided extraordinary documentation 
of what had actually developed. 

We have talked about this with the 
Senator from Utah. I do think that 
perhaps a strong case or even a strong
er case could be made with regard to 
these particular items than the drugs 
themselves. I know we are on opposite 
sides on this issue. But it does seem to 
me that this amendment is justified if 
we are going to follow logic and the ra
tionale of the legislation. 

I know the Senator reaches a differ
ent conclusion, but I would hope that 
Senator METZENBAUM'S amendment 
would be accepted. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, any 
drug since 1938 would be covered by 
this. The new technology and drugs 
will be developed through DNA, and 
the amendment is going to exclude all 
those antibiotics for use throughout 
the world. 

The current treatment of antibiotics 
is consistent with U.N. policy, which 
dictates that antibiotics should be ac
cessible to people in Third World 
countries; U.N. policy sees this as vital. 
Under Senator METZENBAUM'S pro
posed amendment, only those antibiot
ics identical to those developed before 
1938 would escape this heavy regula
tion. 

This amendment will cost lives all 
over the world. Much of the future of 
new drug development is going to 
come through DNA, and these new 
drugs will all be covered by this 
amendment should this amendment be 
adopted. 

This amendment will lead to a loss 
of jobs around the world and certainly 
from this country. And it will serve to 
further increase the balance-of-trade 
deficit. 

Thus, I encourage colleagues to vote 
this amendment down. 

If the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio wants to make further comment, 
I yield the floor to him. 
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Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

let me address myself to this amend
ment. I appreciate very much the sup
port of Senator KENNEDY who certain
ly had a great deal of experience in 
this entire area. I had said that bring
ing the antibiotics under the bill is 
better than not at all. The reason for 
that is that antibiotics now can be ex
ported with no limitation. Regular 
drugs cannot be exported. 

What this bill proposes to do is to 
provide a procedure for them to be ex
ported, but in doing so it fails to pro
vide the necessary protection that I 
believe is so important. But my 
amendment now would provide that 
antibiotics would come under the bill 
which, as I said, is better than nothing 
as pertains to antibiotics. 

But as far as drugs are concerned, 
the bill still makes no sense. In fact, it 
is bad legislation. I believe that those 
who support this legislation-! do not 
happen to be one of them-would 
want to see to it that it is sufficiently 
all encompassing to include all drugs 
that are exported, antibiotics or other
wise. Under the legislation as it is 
before us on the floor, all drugs will be 
covered by the bill. My amendment, 
which has been supported by Senator 
KENNEDY, is an amendment that would 
provide that antibiotics would be cov
ered by the same provisions as those 
that are presently in this legislation. 

So I would hope that those who sup
port the bill as well as those who may 
oppose the bill would recognize that 
we ought to treat all drugs equally, 
antibiotics as well as those that are in 
that category. 

Therefore, I would hope that you 
would see fit to defeat the motion to 
table which I understand my colleague 
from Utah is about to make. 

I say to the Senator form Utah I am 
prepared to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate on the amend
ment? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move 
to table the amendment, and ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

motion to table is not debatable. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion of the Senator from Utah to 
lay on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio. 

On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

0 1620 
Mr. EXON <when his name was 

called). Mr. President, on this vote I 
have a pair with the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY] . If he were 

present and voting, he would vote 
"nay." Therefore, I withhold my "aye" 
vote. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], 
the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. MATHIAS], and the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] is absent because of death in 
the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 76, 
nays 18, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boren 
Boschwltz 
Bradley 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 

[Rollcall Vote No. 951 
YEAS-76 

Evans 
Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Lauten berg 
Laxalt 
Long 
Lugar 
Mattingly 
McClure 
McConnell 

NAYS-18 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Simpson 
Specter 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Symms 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 

Bingaman Kennedy Mitchell 
Bumpers Kerry Moynihan 
Burdick Levin Pell 
Harkin Matsunaga Proxmire 
Hart Melcher Sarbanes 
Inouye Metzenbaum Simon 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Exon, for. 

Hawkins 
Humphrey 

NOT VOTING-5 
Leahy 
Mathias 

Packwood 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1950 was agreed to. 

0 1640 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1952 

<Purpose: To require that, to be exported, 
any unapproved drug must be subject to a 
new drug application) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment pending at the desk, 
which I believe to be No. 1949, be tem
porarily laid aside in order that the 

Senator from Ohio may send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. METz
ENBAUM] proposes an amendment numbered 
1952. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 27, beginning with line 27, strike 

out through line 7 on page 28 and insert the 
following: 

" (D) in the case of a drug to be shipped to 
a country on a list established under clause 
(i) or (ii) of paragraph (2)(A)-

" (i) an application for approval or licens
ing has been submitted or approved for the 
drug and the drug has not been the subject 
of any action by the Secretary or the Secre
tary of Agriculture denying, withdrawing, or 
suspending approval or licensing on the 
basis of safety or effectiveness or otherwise 
banningthedrug;and 

" (ii) such application has not lapsed or 
has not been withdrawn; 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the amendment which I have sent to 
the desk is very basic. All it does is en
sures that before an unapproved drug 
can be exported from the United 
States it at least has finished some 
basic clinical trials and is the subject 
of a new drug application before the 
Food and Drug Administration. We 
want to be certain that that which is 
possible under the pending bill not 
become the law. Under the pending 
bill, if you file the application, you are 
in a position to export. In other words, 
nothing has been done by the Food 
and Drug Administration. Nothing is 
in the pipeline moving it. It is just at 
the very earliest stages. 

All we are suggesting with this 
amendment is a change at the point in 
the pipeline where you are permitted 
to make the exports that are provided 
for in the bill. 

The purpose of this is to ensure that 
these drugs are in that pipeline 
moving along in the approval process, 
not merely having just been filed. 

I strongly believe that any approved 
drug for export should have reached 
at least this stage of the process 
before it can be sent abroad. 

The measure before us only requires 
that the unapproved drug have an 
IND, investigational new drug exemp
tion, in order to be exported. 

The problem is this: 90 percent of 
the drugs drop out of the FDA approv
al process after the IND state, which 
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is really the first step on the road to 
approval by our own Food and Drug 
Administration. 

Let me be certain that those within 
hearing of my voice understand that 
we are talking about IND as an investi
gational new drug exemption. 

Recently, I asked the Food and Drug 
Commissioner whether this IND provi
sion really offers any realistic protec
tion at all. 

His response was the following: 
The premise of the question is correct. Re

quiring that the exported drugs have an ex
isting IND provides no assurance that the 
drugs in question will ever be approved in 
the United States. It is also true that no 
IND can give an absolute assurance of a 
drug's safety. It is understood that, for any 
drugs, adverse reactions may appear in a 
large postmarketing population that do not 
appear during clinical trials. Therefore, 
while the existence of an IND under which 
patients are being treated for the drug 
clearly provides some information about the 
safety of the drug, the amount of informa
tion is limited. It is also important to recog
nize that the bulk of the data collected 
under an IND is seen by the FDA only when 
a new drug application is submitted, except 
for severe adverse reactions that must be re
ported promptly to the agency. 

The existence of an IND only means that 
there have been adequate studies conducted 
on animals to demonstrate that the drug is 
reasonably safe to test in humans and under 
carefully controlled conditions. 

He concluded by saying: 
Preliminary testing may then provide at 

least some information regarding the appro
priateness of considering further use of the 
drug in humans. 

Mr. President, I want to reemphasize 
an IND only means that the drug has 
been tested on animals. No human 
testing has been done. 

My amendment simply moves the 
unapproved drug further along the ap
proval process so that at least we know 
that clinical tests have been per
formed. I should point out that ac
cording to the FDA, the agency has to 
date approved only 62 percent of all 
original NDA applications, which 
means the existence of a NDA, or New 
Drug Application, is also no guarantee 
that the drug will eventually be ap
proved in this country. 

But at least, Mr. President, we will 
be providing more protection by 
moving the drug further along our 
own approval process. I believe the 
amendment is a reasonable one. I be
lieve it provides only minimal protec
tion. It does not say that you have to 
go all the way through the process 
and get the approval. It says that you 
have to go further along the process 
than merely filing it after you have 
conducted some tests on some animals. 
It requires some clinical testing on 
humans. 

We must keep in mind that under 
any version of this legislation, trans
shipment or reexport cannot be pre
vented. We must assume that these 
drugs can and will end up in the Third 

World. Why should we not provide 
some minimal protection by requiring 
that the unapproved drug pass at least 
some basic clinical test before it can be 
exported from our shores? 

The Senate should know just how 
easy it is for a company to keep a drug 
in a pipeline at the IND stage and 
really do nothing to move it along. 

Let me quote again from the FDA 
and their response to a question 
asking for the distinction between an 
active and an inactive IND. "In gener
al," said they, "a lack of activity in an 
IND does not provoke any FDA action, 
and we do not routinely monitor such 
activity with a view to taking regula
tory action in the event of finding low 
activity." They went on to say: 

An active IND is one that has not been 
discontinued or terminated. Studies do not 
have to be ongoing for an IND to be active. 
For example, the investigation may have 
been completed, but the sponsor may antici
pate future studies under the IND. In order 
to keep the IND on active status, the spon
sor need only report in the annual progress 
report of its intentions to resume the stud
ies or that no clinical studies are being con
ducted. In general, if annual reports are re
ceived, FDA takes no further action. Under 
the law, however, the clinical investigation 
of a new drug may not be unduly prolonged. 
Therefore, failure to conduct investigations 
under the IND for several years could lead 
FDA to conclude that the investigation is 
being unduly prolonged and the sponsor 
might be requested to either discontinue 
the IND or develop a new drug application. 

They concluded by saying: 
While this is possible, such action is rarely 

taken. We prefer to let sponsors take their 
own decisions as to the pace of investiga
tion. 

Clearly, a drug could languish in the 
IND limbo for a long period of time. 
The bill has no time limit on how long 
the drug can stay at this most prelimi
nary stage of FDA approval. This just 
reemphasizes the point that the IND 
provides no real protection for con
sumers in this legislation. 

I say to my colleagues, let us at least 
require that the drug has clinical tests 
behind it. Let us give people some 
measure of protection. This is a mini
mal amendment. It does not kill the 
bill. It simply provides a little more 
protection for the people around the 
world who will be using these unap
proved drugs. 

I want to say to my colleagues, I am 
a realist. I said it before. I understand 
that many of these amendments will 
not be accepted because one Senator 
after another comes up to me and 
says, "Oh, you know, we have these 
drug companies or these pharmaceuti
cal companies in my State." But I 
want to impress upon you that al
though they may make the argument 
that it in some way is going to affect 
their companies, think a little beyond 
that and think about the peoples of 
the Third World who may indeed be 
harmed by these drugs. They are the 
ones who have been writing to us. 

They are the ones, 20 nations 
throughout the world, that have writ
ten in and indicated their concern. Let 
me recite for my colleagues the coun
tries from which we have already 
heard: Australia, in which the Minis
ter of Health is engaged in debate and 
a Member of Parliament who indicat
ed their concern about the Hatch bill; 
Nigeria, Malaysia, the European Eco
nomic Community Consultative Com
mittee, England, Greece, Netherlands, 
Israel, several communications from 
India, Belgium, Thailand, and China. 
We have not debated a bill on the 
floor of the Senate in a long time, cer
tainly one having to do with that 
which ostensibly would pertain only to 
domestic issues, that would have as 
much impact on America's image 
throughout the world as does this bill. 

Now, my colleagues may decide to 
vote against this amendment and 
other amendments as well because for 
some reason there is an "engine" 
going-we have to pass this bill for the 
pharmaceutical companies. 

We do not have to pass this bill for 
the pharmaceutical companies. There 
is no particular argument that can be 
made that they need it. The pharma
ceutical companies in this country, the 
drug manufacturers, are doing excep
tionally well. Look at their earnings 
record. The real issue, is, are we going 
to stand up and indicate our concern 
and our convictions? Are we willing to 
stand up and vote against this special 
interest lobby that has done such an 
effective job? 

I knew as I came out on the floor of 
the Senate that it was going to be 
rough go. I was told that it would be a 
rough go and it would be hard to get 
votes. But the fact is, it is wrong, it is 
as wrong as it can be, to pass a bill to 
let a pharmaceutical company merely 
make a filing with the Food and Drug 
Administration and then send their 
products throughout the world. If we 
truly have concern, if we have compas
sion, if we have the intelligence which 
I am sure we do, to understand what 
this is all about, my colleagues will 
accept this amendment. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this pro

vision requires drug manufacturers to 
seek approval in this country at the 
same time that they are seeking ap
proval abroad. Now, many small phar
maceutical companies, such as the bio
technology concerns, which we all 
have to be concerned about because 
that is the source of new innovations 
in pharmaceuticals, will be unable to 
afford the expense of seeking approval 
simultaneously in this country and 
overseas. Imposing the requirement in 
the Senator's amendment will force 
those companies, including biotech
nology concerns, to license their tech-
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nology to foreign manufacturers, pre
cisely what this bill is trying to stop. 
We want to stop the erosion of our in
novation and our engineering in our 
scientific community to foreign coun
tries. We want to stop the emigration 
of jobs, especially since we have a way 
of doing it in a reasonable way that lit
erally protects lives. 

For the life of me, I cannot under
stand why anybody would not under
stand that this bill is such an improve
ment over current law which facili
tates American companies moving off
shore, manufacturing anything they 
want and selling it anywhere they 
want without restriction, without reg
ulation. We propose to bring them 
back on shore restrict them to regula
tory approval by at least an FDA 
equivalent country, and name the 12 
major countries of the world with a 
drug regulatory agency capable of 
that task. 

The amendment would undercut the 
intent of the bill to keep jobs in this 
country. Companies which are able to 
pursue approvals in different coun
tries at the same time generally do not 
start the different processes on the 
same date. And given FDA's drug 
review lag, they often find themselves 
years away from being able to even 
file an NDA application in this coun
try when they are nearing approval 
elsewhere. The necessity of gearing up 
to meet the foreign market would 
make it impossible for them to wait 
for export authority under this bill. 
They would simply be forced to build 
production capacity overseas, as they 
do now. In short, this amendment 
would destroy much of the incentive 
the bill offers. 

The IND clinical investigative time 
period, which lasts until the NDA ap
plication is filed, is almost always 
much longer than the NDA final 
review period itself. Under the com
mittee approach a manufacturer with 
a foreign approval would be able to 
build his plant and produce here at 
the beginning of the IND period, typi
cally some 5-6 years before approval. 
Under the proposed amendment, he 
would have to forgo production for 3 
years or more unless he builds over
seas, since the NDA filing generally 
precedes approval by 18 months to 3 
years. 

Finally, the bill as written would 
permit biotechnology companies to 
export to tier I countries interme
diates of biological products. These 
small biotechnology companies per
form only one of the several process
ing steps such as cell replication, nec
essary to produce a drug utilizing bio
technology methods. Generally, they 
produce a crude form of the drug 
which must be refined before it is suit
able for testing or use in humans. This 
intermediate work is performed on a 
contract basis for another company, 
often a foreign pharmaceutical house. 

But these contract companies cannot 
file an application for approval in the 
United States because they have no li
censing rights from the manufacturer 
and no access to the safety and effec
tiveness data regarding the drug. Thus 
this amendment would bar export of 
the unfinished products and preclude 
our U.S. biotechnology firms from 
competing for these foreign contracts. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. addressed the 
chair. 

Mr. HATCH. I withdraw that re
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The argument 
has been made by the distinguished 
Senator from Utah that companies 
could move offshore and do the same 
thing. Let them. They can do it now. 
But it is not satisfactory with them. If 
they could do it, why would they be 
mounting this massive lobbying effort 
to pass this bill? The reason they want 
this bill is not because they are such 
wonderfully patriotic citizens that 
they want to bring their operations 
back to this country. There is nothing 
in this bill that talks about bringing 
any operations back. What they want 
to do is ship overseas the products 
that they are manufacturing in their 
plants in this country without there 
being adequate protection. They can 
still do it after the Hatch bill. They 
can still send their products overseas 
to be manufactured. That is a specious 
argument. If there were one line in 
the bill that said a company which 
does this may not operate overseas, I 
would understand that. But there is 
nothing in the bill that even suggests 
that. No one came before our commit
tee and said, "If you pass this bill, we 
are going to bring back the operations 
to this country." That does not exist. 
That is a world of make believe. That 
is not what the facts are. 

D 1700 
They want this bill so that they can 

manufacture in this country, in the 
plants they presently have operating, 
and send their products throughout 
the world, without adequate protec
tion. 

The argument is made that we are 
going to send them to other countries 
that have facilities as good as ours. 
The Senator from Utah knows that 
there already have been discussions in 
the House about adding seven more 
countries, besides the 15 listed here. In 
addition, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services has the right to desig
nate the second-tier countries, and the 
second-tier countries can be anybody 
that the Secretary of HHS decides 
upon. 

Mark my word: With the heavy-hit
ting lobbyists we have around this 
community, there are many countries 

that will be added to the list by the 
Secretary of HHS. Go out and hire 
your hired hand, your loaded gun, and 
he will be able to go over to HHS, and 
maybe he will have been the former 
Secretary of HHS. That is the way it 
works around here. Or a Deputy Sec
retary, or special counsel for him. 

No, this bill is not going to provide 
protection for the people in the third 
world, and that is why they have been 
sending in so much mail. Can you be
lieve it? Twenty countries have been 
heard from-well over a hundred com
munications. These have not been 
from a single individual. This has been 
from large-based community organiza
tions, medical people. 

I had a man call upon me the other 
day, a very able individual, from Ban
gladesh, literally pleading, saying: 
"I'm in the pharmaceutical business. 
We have great respect for American 
pharmaceuticals, but don't send us 
that which you are not willing to use 
on your own people. If you are not 
willing to use it, don't send it to us." 

People throughout the world believe 
that when it says "Made in America," 
they can count on it, that it has been 
checked. But it will not have been 
checked under this legislation. 

All we are saying with this amend
ment is that you have to take the 
process a little further along the pipe
line than at the present. The way the 
bill presently reads, all you have to do 
is file, and then you can start export
ing. We are saying: "No, you ought to 
go further along the pipeline, to pro
vide some element of protection, to 
have some clinical testing with respect 
to humans, at least to indicate you are 
doing that." 

Mr. President, I think this amend
ment makes good sense. If the Senator 
from Utah wishes an up-or-down vote, 
that is fine with me. If he wishes to 
table it, that is fine with me. My guess 
is that he will have the votes, but he 
will not have right on his side. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I enjoy 
listening to the Senator from Ohio 
more than any other Senator. Maybe 
that is one reason why I have such a 
migraine headache today. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Use exported 
drugs. 

Mr. HATCH. Maybe I had better 
import some headache pills to take 
care of it. 

Mr. President, I think it is very ap
parent that this amendment would un
dermine the whole intent of this bill. 
The intent of this bill is to solve prob
lems that presently exist. Everything 
the Senator talks about exists under 
current law, and people literally are 
suffering all over the world because of 
it. What this bill does is that it runs 
into the process American companies 
by giving them incentive to stay here, 
create jobs here, solve the balance of 
payments problem, keep our technolo-
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gy here, and keep us preeminent in 
the world in the field of pharmaceuti
cals. If the Senator's amendment is 
adopted, then basically it would 
negate the purpose of this bill. 

We could go on and on, and many ar
guments could be made. Virtually ev
erything the Senator says is rebutta
ble. At least, it has been cleared up 
that there are not 20 countries against 
this bill, but that people in 20 coun
tries, and mostly radical organizations 
who do not believe in any company, 
are against what we are trying to do. 

With that, Mr. President, I move to 
table the amendment, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 

0 1710 
Mr. EAGLETON <when his name 

was called). Mr. President, on this vote 
I have a live pair with the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. LEAHYl. If he were 
present, he would vote "no." I have 
previously voted "yea." I withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ARM
STRONG], the Senator from Florida 
[Mrs. HAWKINS], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. HUMPHREY], the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. PAcK
woonl, and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. SYMMS], are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY], is absent because of death in 
the family. 

0 1720 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BoscHWITZ). Are there any other Sen
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 83, 
nays 10, as follows: 

Abeln or 
Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Chiles 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 
YEAS-83 

Domenici Kennedy 
Duren berger Kerry 
East Lautenberg 
Evans La.xalt 
Ex on Levin 
Ford Long 
Gam Lugar 
Glenn Mathias 
Goldwater Matsunaga 
Gore Mattingly 
Gorton McClure 
Gramm McConnell 
Grass ley Mitchell 
Hatch Murkowski 
Hatfield Nickles 
Hecht Nunn 
Heflin Pell 
Heinz Pressler 
Helms Pryor 
Hollings Quayle 
Johnston Riegle 
Kassebaum Rockefeller 
Kasten Roth 

7Hl59 0-87-5 (Pt. 8) 

Rudman Stennis Warner 
Sasser Stevens Weicker 
Simpson Thurmond Wilson 
Specter Trible Zorinsky 
Stafford Wallop 

NAYS-10 
Blden Melcher Sarbanes 
Harkin Metzenbaum Simon 
Hart Moynihan 
Inouye Proxmire 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS 
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1 

Eagleton, for. 

NOT VOTING-6 
Armstrong Humphrey Packwood 
Hawkins Leahy Symms 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1952 was agreed to. 

0 1730 
Mr. METZENBA UM addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

is the Senator from Ohio correct that 
his amendment No. 1949 is the pend
ing business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
this amendment provides for notifica
tion to the various embassies through
out the world when products are 
shipped into those countries. 

It is my understanding after conver
sation with my distinguished colleague 
from my own State, Senator GLENN, 
the senior Senator from our State, 
that he has an amendment that he 
would like to offer as a substitute for 
my amendment which, as I understand 
it, would actually provide for a broad
er coverage than even the amendment 
that I have offered. 

I wonder if the senior Senator from 
Ohio would care to be heard at this 
point. 

Mr. GLENN. Yes. I appreciate that 
very much. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1953 

<Purpose: To reform certain regulatory pro
cedures governing the export of banned 
and severely restricted substances> 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, my 
amendment covers a broader spectrum 
than that covered by my distinguished 
colleague from Ohio. I would like, if it 
meets with his approval, to substitute 
this amendment for his, if he has no 
objection. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have no ob
jection. If the Senator is moving to 
substitute the amendment, I am pre
pared to accept the substitute. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I submit 
the amendment as a substitute for the 
pending amendment, and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. GLENN] for 
himself and Mr. PRoxMIRE, proposes an 

amendment numbered 1953 to amendment 
No. 1949. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed. insert the 

following: 
SEc. 9. <a> Not later than December 31 of 

each year, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall prepare for 
the Department of State which, in turn 
shall provide and inform the public and for
eign governments, through their embassies 
in the United States or other appropriate 
means, an annual report which summa
rizes-

< 1) all final agency actions taken during 
the preceding fiscal year with respect to 
banned or severely restricted substances, 
and 

(2) any additional action taken during the 
preceding fiscal year with respect to banned 
or severely restricted substances which were 
first banned or severely restricted during a 
fiscal year prior to the fiscal year covered 
by the report. 

<b>O> No banned or severely restricted 
substance may be exported from the United 
States unless-

<A> the person intending to export the 
substance from the United States provides 
written notice to the agency responsible for 
carrying out the provision of law specified 
in subsection <c> which is applicable to the 
substance, prior to the first shipment to a 
country after regulatory action, stating 
such person's intent to export the substance 
and the intended country of destination; 
and (d) in addition notice be made to for
eign embassies of all final regulatory actions 
at the time they are taken. 

<B> the agency provides the Secretary of 
State with a statement concerning the sub
stance which contains-

(i) the name of the substance; 
(ii) a summary of any action taken by the 

agency with respect to the substance, in
cluding a description of the grounds for 
such action and a citation of the statutory 
authority for such action; 

<iii> a description of the determined risks 
to human health or safety or to the environ
ment that may result from the use of the 
substance; and 

<iv> a specification of the officer or em
ployee of the agency who may be contacted 
by the government of any foreign country 
to which the substance is intended to be ex
ported in order to obtain additional infor
mation about the substance; and 

<C> the Secretary of State delivers a copy 
of the statement submitted under subpara
graph <B> to an appropriate official in the 
embassy of the country of destination or 
transmits it to such country by other appro
priate means. 

<2><A> The provisions of paragraph < 1> 
shall supersede any other provision of the 
law to the extent such provision is inconsist
ent with paragraph (1). 

<B> No law enacted after the date of the 
enactment of this Act shall supersede this 
subsection unless it does so in specific terms, 
referring to this Act and declaring that the 
new law supersedes the provisions of this 
subsection. 

<C> Nothing in this subsection authorizes 
the disclosure to the public of bona fide 
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trade secrets or other confidential business 
information. 

(c) For the purpose of this section, the 
term "banned or severely restricted sub
stance" means-

(1) a food or class of food which-
<A> is adulterated, as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 402 <a> or <c> <21 
U.S .C. 342 (a) or (c)), or 

<B> is in violation of emergency permit 
controls issued under section 404 <21 U.S.C. 
344), 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act; 

(2) a drug which is-
<A> adulterated as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 501 (a), (b), (C), 
or (d) <21 U.S.C. 351 (a), (b), (c), or (d)), 

<B> misbranded, as defined by rules or 
orders issued under section 502(j), <21 U.S.C. 
352(j)), or 

(C) a new drug or new animal drug for 
which an approval is not in effect under sec
tion 505 (21 U.S.C. 355) or section 512 <21 
U.S.C. 360), respectively, 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act; 

(3) an antibiotic drug which has not been 
certified under section 507 <21 U.S.C. 357) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

< 4) a drug containing insulin which has 
not been certified under section 506 <21 
U.S.C. 356) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act; 

(5) a device which-
<A> is adulterated, as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 501<a) <21 U.S.C. 
351<a>>. 

<B> is misbranded, as defined by rules or 
orders issued under section 502(j) <21 U.S.C. 
352(j)), 

(C) does not conform with a performance 
standard issued under section 514 (21 U.S.C. 
360d), 

(D) has not received premarket approval 
under section 515 <21 U.S.C. 360e), or 

(e) is banned under section 516 <21 U.S.C. 
360f), of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act; 

(6) a cosmetic which is adulterated, as de
fined by rules or orders issued under section 
601 <21 U.S.C. 361) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

<7> a food additive or color additive which 
is deemed unsafe within the meaning of sec
tion 409 <21 U.S.C. 348) or section 706 (21 
U.S.C. 376), respectively, of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

(8) a biological product which has been 
propagated or manufactured and prepared 
at an establishment which does not hold a 
license as required by section 351 <42 U.S.C. 
262) of the Public Health Service Act; 

(9) an electronic product which does not 
comply with a performance standard issued 
under section 358 (42 U.S.C. 263f) of the 
Public Health Service Act; 

(10) a consumer product which-
(A) does not comply with a consumer 

product safety standard adopted under sec
tions 7 and 9 <15 U.S.C. 2056 and 2058) other 
than one relating solely to labeling, 

<B> has been declared to be a banned haz
ardous product under sections 8 and 9 < 15 
U.S.C. 2057) and 2058), 

<C) presents a substantial product hazard 
under section 15 <15 U.S.C. 2064), or 

<D> is an imminently hazardous consumer 
product under section 12 <15 U.S.C. 2061), 
of the Consumer Product Safety Act; 

< 11) a fabric, related material, or product 
which does not comply with a flammability 
standard <other than one related to label
ing) adopted under section 4 <15 U.S.C. 
1193) of the Flammable Fabrics Act; 

<12) a product which is a banned hazard
ous substance <including a children's article) 
under sections 2 and 3 < 15 U.S.C. 1261 and 
1262) of the Federal Hazardous Substances 
Act; 

<13)(A) a pesticide which, on the basis of 
potential risks to human health or safety or 
to the environment, 

(i) has been denied registration for all or 
most significant uses under section 3<c><6> <7 
U.S.C. 136a(c)(6)), 

(ii) has been classified for restricted use 
under section 3<d><U<C> <7 U.S.C. 
136a(d)(l)(C)), 

<iii) has had its registration cancelled or 
suspended for all or most significant uses 
under section 6 <7 U.S.C. 136d), 

<iv) has been proceeded against and seized 
under section 13(b)(3) <7 U.S.C. 136k), or 

(v) has not had its registration cancelled, 
but requires an acknowledgement statement 
under section 17<a)(2) <7 U.S.C. 136o(a)(2)), 
of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act, or 

<B> a pesticide chemical for which a toler
ance has been denied or repealed under sec
tion 408 (21 U.S.C. 346(a)) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; and 

<14) a chemical substance or mixture-
<A> which is subject to an order or injunc

tion issued under section 5(f)(3) <15 U.S.C. 
2604(f)(3)), 

(B) which is subject to a requirement 
issued under section 6(a)(1), 6(a)(2), 6(a)(5), 
or 6(a)(7) <15 U.S.C. 2605(a)(l), 2605(a)(2), 
2605(a)(5), or 2605(a)(7)), or 

<C> for which a civil action has been 
brought and relief granted under section 7 
<15 u.s.c. 2606), 
of the Toxic Substances Control Act. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to S. 1848. This 
amendment is identical to S. 1380, the 
Hazardous Substance Export N otifica
tion Act of 1985. This legislation regu
larizes notification procedures current
ly required by law for the export of a 
hazardous product or substance. It 
also mandates prior notification of for
eign officials, and provides a common 
format containing minimum informa
tion about the nature of the product 
and why it was banned or restricted in 
the United States. The second portion 
of the initiative requires the compila
tion of an annual compendium listing 
all final affirmative actions by U.S. 
agencies banning or severely restrict
ing substances. Mr. President, before I 
proceed to discuss my amendment, I 
want to stress that I support the pas
sage of S. 1848 and do not intend to 
obstruct its progress with this amend
ment or in any other way. My amend
ment adds no new regulation; it has no 
budgetary impact; and it does not 
affect the objectives or the implemen
tation of S. 1848. 

Exporting banned or severely re
stricted substances has often forced 
the Federal Government to consider 
the roles they play protecting health, 
safety, and the environment, and the 
promotion of U.S. trade and products. 
U.S. exports of these materials in 1984 
were $22.3 billion while world chemi
cal exports were estimated at over 
$150 billion. However, as the chemical 
manufacturing market has grown, 

U.N. statistics indicate that approxi
mately 2 million persons in developing 
countries suffer acute pesticide poison
ing annually. Thus, concem has in
creased that hazardous substances are 
exported to developing countries 
which lack the technical expertise, en
vironmental infrastructure, and safety 
standards present in the industrial
ized, exporting nations. 

The use or misuse of toxic materials 
poses serious environmental and 
health hazards which impair the long
term sustainability of resources, and 
can result in the deaths of thousands 
of people. The tragedy at Bhopal, 
India, where approximately 3,000 
people died is a case in point of a situ
ation that might have been avoided by 
providing good, sound, government-to
government information. 

While both manufacturers and envi
ronmentalists have cooperated in their 
efforts to protect the reputation of 
the "Made in U.S.A." label throughout 
the world, and in some cases, have 
gone beyond statutory requirements, 
procedures must be established which 
alleviate the potential disasters which 
could occur without this information. 

I want to point out that the prob
lems cited above are not new. Several 
House committees have been following 
this issue for more than 10 years; and, 
in 1980, after 2% years of very careful 
consideration, comment, and debate, 
the Carter administration signed an 
Executive order establishing a Federal 
policy on this issue designed to 
strengthen the position of the United 
States as a trading partner and to 
streamline and regularize existing reg
ulations. The Carter order was re
scinded 31 days after Ronald Reagan 
became President. He directed the De
partments of Commerce and State to 
assess existing procedures and make 
recommendations. Their report was 
submitted to the Interagency Trade 
Policy Committee, chaired by the U.S. 
Trade Representative, which approved 
its implementation nearly 4 years ago. 
This amendment basically mirrors 
their recommendations. 

Each of the six statutes regulating 
banned or severely restricted sub
stances, as legislated by TSCA, 
FIFRA, FDA, and CPSC, provide an 
export notification scheme although 
they differ in manner of implementa
tion and content. For example, under 
FIFRA, if there is an export of an un
registered pesticide the exporter must 
first receive an acknowledgment from 
the importer stating that the importer 
is aware of the product's unregistered 
status. After receiving the acknowledg
ment, the exporter provides it to EPA. 
EPA then notifies the State Depart
ment which in tum notifies a designat
ed individual in the foreign govem
ment. This procedure completely dif
fers from that of TSCA which EPA 
also administers. But, in contrast to 
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FIFRA, EPA notifies directly the for
eign embassy located in the United 
States. Other agencies have entirely 
different notification procedures 
which they follow although the ends 
are the same-to provide information. 

Mr. President, let me quote from a 
joint report which was sent from then 
Secretaries Baldridge and Haig to the 
U.S.T.R. Bill Brock, published in the 
International Environment Reporter. 
"The laws," the report said, "lack con
sistency with respect to the timing of 
notices, the information to be provid
ed, and the method of transmission." 
And further, "there should be a con
sistent, uniform notification proce
dure." The report goes on to say that 
the United States should commit itself 
to providing information in a timely 
fashion to other nations when sub
stances are severely restricted here or 
do not comply with specific safety re
quirements. 

I believe, as do my colleagues Sena
tors BUMPERS, INOUYE, and GORTON, 
that the United States has an obliga
tion to inform the governments of 
those countries which lack sophisticat
ed, technical knowledge about the po
tentially dangerous nature of these 
substances. A uniform and prior notifi
cation scheme, coupled with a compen
dium of U.S. banned or severely re
stricted substances, will be a first step 
in the direction of balancing trade 
considerations against environmental 
protection abroad. 

Mr. President, under current law, 
export notification varies according to 
statute. For example, under FIFRA, 
the current law requires that the De
partment of State be notified of any 
hazardous shipment. Under TSCA, 
EPA notifies the importing country 
and the Department of State as well. 
Under those items covered by CPSC, 
the importing country is notified di
rectly. 

So what we have under these differ
ent regulatory bodies that control ex
ports out of the United States is 
indeed four different reporting proce
dures. 

This amendment is very simple. This 
amendment says that the manufactur
ers and members of industry will keep 
right on submitting their required pa
perwork to whatever the applicable 
regulatory agency. But at that point 
that Government agency would report 
directly to the Department of State, 
and the Department of State would 
represent and inform our Government 
to the foreign embassy located in the 
United States. 

We also would have a further re
quirement for reporting any final reg
ulatory actions taken on a banned or 
severely restricted substance goes 
through exactly the same channels. 

So this amendment straightens out 
what right now is a morass of misun
derstanding and curcuitous routes of 
reporting which foreign nations may 

find very confusing. The amendment 
makes one stop shopping, in other 
words, and simplifies the whole proce
dure. 

We have a draft of a letter from the 
Commerce Department that basically 
approves of what I am doing here. We 
have addressed the proposals that 
they made in that draft letter. I think 
we have taken care of everyone's con
cerns. If this is acceptable to the floor 
managers of the bill, I do not think we 
need a record rollcall vote unless they 
would so desire. 

Mr. President, I move the amend
ment as a substitute to what has been 
the pending amendment, and hope it 
can be accepted. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have 

to admit that the amendment is a very 
broad amendment. In the eyes of the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio, it is 
an important amendment. I know 
what he is trying to do. He is trying to 
consolidate the reporting, and make it 
more consistent. However, I have a 
feeling that there are a number of 
branches of Government which are 
going to be very upset with this 
amendment. I have not had nearly 
enough time to study it as I should 
have had. I am not finding fault with 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio. 
He has always been cooperative and 
we all know what a decent man he is. 

I am inclined to accept the amend
ment but with this caveat: there may 
be some real hue and cry against this 
amendment from other sources. If we 
have to work on it in conference, per
haps I will be able to have the distin
guished Senator work with me to try 
to accommodate his concerns of which 
I just presently do not have enough 
knowledge. 

All I can do is ask him to exercise his 
good faith in working with us in con
ference to resolve any problems that 
may exist. I do know that this is a 
broadly drafted amendment. I know 
there is some concern by some agency 
people who would not like to have the 
amendment. But I am inclined to 
accept it, and go from there if the dis
tinguished Senator will continue to 
work with me on it, as I need his help. 

Mr. GLENN. Certainly. I appreciate 
very much the consideration of the 
distinguished floor manager. I would 
be glad to have it accepted on that 
basis because from what my staff has 
done we have found no objection to it. 
Some of the concerns of the Depart
ment of Commerce we have addressed. 
Some of the concerns of the senior 
Senator from Utah, Senator GARN, we 
have addressed. 

Mr. HATCH. The Senator spoke 
with me, and told me that ordinarily 
he would probably oppose this, but 
knowing the senior Senator from Ohio 

he felt he wanted to go with the Sena
tor. I feel the same way. 

I might add that the Senator has 
tried to accommodate our concerns, 
and he made some changes in the 
amendment. 

I have to be honest in expressing 
myself, and I do not know the ramifi
cations of this amendment well 
enough to know whether it is going to 
cause a lot of problems or not. 

I am inclined to accept it. The distin
guished Senator has moved that it be 
accepted. I am inclined to go along 
with it. 

0 1740 
Mr. President, I would be glad to 

have it accepted on the basis that we 
will continue to work together if there 
are complaints about this. I do not be
lieve there will be, but I will be glad to 
work with the Senator from Utah if 
there are complaints. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I am very happy about the amend
ment of the senior Senator from Ohio. 
I think there are strong feelings. I be
lieve he has provided a broader base 
for emphasis. In handling it through 
the State Department, my concern 
was that the embassies be notified in 
order that they would provide some 
protection or at least have knowledge 
about the subject that the products 
had been sent to those countries. I 
think this is a good amendment. I am 
happy to see that the Senator from 
Utah is prepared to accept it. Under 
those circumstances, Mr. President, I 
suggest we proceed. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PRoxMIREl be added as a cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move 
adoption of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there further debate? If not, without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 1953), to 
amendment No. 1949, was agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment, as amended. 

Without objection, the amendment, 
as amended, is agreed to. 

The amendment <No. 1949), as 
amended, was agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
since the amendment of the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio was 
a substitute amendment, was that not 
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previously accepted to the amendment 
of this Senator from Ohio? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the distinguished Sena
tor from Ohio was a substitute amend
ment for amendment No. 1949. The 
Senate still had to vote on amendment 
No. 1949 as amended by the substitute. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The question 
is whether the amendment, as amend
ed, will be agreed to. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment, as amended, has been 
agreed to. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1954 

<Purpose: To prohibit the shipment of a 
drug from the United States if the drug is 
found to be present in a country to which 
shipment is not authorized) 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. METz

ENBAUM] proposes an amendment numbered 
1954. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dis
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 35, beginning with line 4, strike 

out through line 17 on page 37 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"<S><A> If at any time the Secretary or the 
Secretary of Agriculture determines, with 
respect to a drug which is authorized to be 
shipped under this subsection, that such 
drug is present in a country to which ship
ment is not authorized under this subsec
tion, the Secretary or the Secretary of Agri
culture, as the case may be, shall-

"(i) immediately prohibit the shipment of 
such drug from the United States to any 
country; 

"(ii) give the person shipping the drug 
from the United States prompt notice of 
such determination and prohibition; and 

"(iii) afford such person an opportunity 
for an expedited hearing. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
this amendment simply states that if 
an unapproved drug is found in a 
Third World country the Secretary 
shall immediately halt the export of 
that drug. If the drug is in that Third 
World country and the Secretary 
learns about it, then he must immedi
ately stop the further export of that 
drug. 

This is the minimum that should 
occur if we are serious about enforcing 
any of the transshipment provisions of 
the bill. 

The procedure proposed in the bill 
actually provides no real protection. 
The Secretary can immediately sus
pend export of an unapproved drug 
found in a Third World country only 
if the drug is found to pose an immi
nent hazard as defined under our food 
and drug laws. But, Mr. President, the 
imminent hazard standard is the most 
difficult to apply. It has only been 
used once in 20 years to pull a drug off 
the market in the United States. 

Yet, since 1971, there have been over 
7,000 drug reca.lls in this country. If 
this provision is used so rarely to 
recall a drug in the United States, how 
effective will it be in recalling a drug 
from a country thousands of miles 
away? 

The proponents can argue there are 
other procedures in the bill to stop 
transshipment once it is discovered. 
The Secretary notifies the country as 
well as the U.S. company shipping the 
drug from our shores. Then the U.S. 
company has 14 days to issue a report 
to the Secretary on what it knows, if 
anything, about how their unapproved 
drug ended up in some far-off Third 
World country. 

Then after 60 days if the drug is still 
being shipped to the Third World, the 
Secretary can prohibit export, but 
only if the drug falls under the rarely 
used imminent hazard criteria or if 
the U.S. company ships the drug to an 
importer knowing that the importer 
continues to ship the drug to a Third 
World country. 

Mr. President, I want to say to the 
manager of the bill on the other side 
and to all others who may be interest
ed that at the conclusion of my re
marks in connection with this amend
ment, or at the conclusion of the re
marks of the Senator from Utah, in 
case he wishes to be heard in connec
tion with this matter, I will suggest 
that we enter into a unanimous-con
sent agreement that we vote tomorrow 
at 10 a.m. on this amendment. 

Since I understand the procedure is 
to hotline this to the Members of both 
sides, I am advising those who are re
sponsible for this kind of matter that 
it is my intent to make that sugges
tion. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I certainly will. 
Mr. HATCH. As I understand the re

quest, it is to vote at 10 a.m. tomorrow 
on this ·amendment. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I have not 
made that request at the moment be
cause I believe the people on both 
sides of the aisles would probably want 
to clear that with the majority leader 
and the minority leader. I am not 
making it as a unanimous-consent re
quest at the moment. I am merely in
dicating that when I conclude my re
marks I intend to do that. 

Mr. HATCH. The Labor Committee 
has a markup at 10 a.m. tomorrow 
morning. 

Mr. METZENBA UM. I understood 
the chairman came to the floor to 
advise me that if it was necessary to 
do so, he would be prepared to set that 
hearing over to another day. 

Mr. HATCH. We would rather not 
do that because there is a large agenda 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio as well as others are concerned 
about, some of which he will oppose 
and some of which others will oppose. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. We can discuss 
that further. A number of people have 
indicated that they wanted to get 
away this evening. I was trying to be 
accommodating in that connection. 
The Senator from Ohio has no great 
demands on his time in order to leave 
at a particular point, so we will just 
proceed and perhaps have a vote yet 
this evening. 

You do not have to be a Philadel
phia lawyer to know that the provi
sions which are presently in the law 
are unenforceable. Our own FDA has 
testified that such restrictions are illu
sory. In testimony before the Labor 
Committee on June 5, the Food and 
Drug Administrator stated, "I think 
that will be very difficult. Transship
ment would be the responsibility of 
the country to which the first ship
ment is made." 

In other words, we send the product 
to some other country and then the 
worry is what will happen when it gets 
to that other country. Will it be 
shipped to some Third World country? 

So we asked the Food and Drug Ad
ministration were they in a position to 
give us assurances along that line and 
I just cited that they said it would be 
very difficult, and indeed it would be. 

0 1750 
Mr. President, many European coun

tries including France, England, Ger
many, Switzerland, et cetera, permit 
the export of unapproved drugs to the 
Third World. Now, that is a reality. 
Those countries and others as well do 
permit the export of unapproved 
drugs to the Third World. 

Now, is there somebody who really 
believes that if they permit those 
drugs to be exported from their coun
tries, they are somehow going to pro
tect the drugs that we send over 
there? If they allow the practice, what 
interest will they have in ensuring 
that the United States unapproved 
drugs are not reexported? The prob
lem is really one of enforcement as our 
own FDA again made clear in its June 
5 testimony. Said they, "You include 
some kind of a provision in the legisla
tion against transshipment, but I 
think once the exportation is made 
and the product is in the foreign coun
try, you lose your ability to make the 
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requirement stick and you lose your 
ability to police." 

What could be clearer? "Once the 
exportation is made and the product is 
in the foreign country," says the FDA, 
"you lose your ability to make the re
quirement stick and you lose your abil
ity to police." 

Now, the Pharmaceutical Associa
tion, which is the great supporter of 
this bill, stated that they agree it 
would be difficult to enforce a prohibi
tion against the transshipment of 
drugs." The GAO has documented our 
failure to control the reexport of com
puter and nuclear technology. If we 
cannot control the reexport of such 
vital technology, how can we hope to 
exert any real control over those un
approved drugs? 

Mr. President, this whole issue of 
transshipment points to the weakness 
of the so-called protections in this bill. 
The real issue is that this bill is going 
to make it possible to export drugs and 
transship them throughout the world. 
This amendment will not keep that 
from happening but it will say that 
once we learn about it, there will be no 
further exports. 

Oh, the pharmaceutical manufactur
ers, even though they recognize there 
is no way of protecting the transship
ment of those drugs, will not support 
this amendment. So if you are voting 
with the Pharmaceutical Manufactur
ers Association, vote this amendment 
down, because they do not want it. We 
are supposed to believe that if we have 
15 countries in a bill declare they have 
adequate FDA's, oh, we are as we sit 
here this afternoon that each of those 
countries has an adequate FDA. Come 
on. Who are you kidding? We do not 
know that at all. We know they have 
nice names and we like those names, 
and they are respected countries and 
they speak the language well and they 
are cultured. But that does not mean 
they have adequate FDA's. But we are 
saying we can go ahead and export 
drugs not approved for use by our own 
citizens and send them to those coun
tries which do not prohibit the export
ing of their own drugs, we can be con
fident they are going to protect us and 
see to it that our drugs are not trans
shipped. I believe we better think 
again. There are a lot of countries to 
which 1mapproved drugs can be ex
ported, and we are not going to know 
what we shipped over and where it fi
nally wound up. 

Oh, yes, we will know sometime. I 
forgot. We will know when there is a 
tragedy. We will know when there is 
an outbreak of illness. We will know 
when there are some deaths and they 
say "We thought it was all right be
cause it says here that it is made in 
America. And if it is made in America, 
it is supposed to be safe." But it will 
not be safe because there will not be 
one American in 230 million who will 
know whether it is safe or not safe. 

Now, in addition to the 15 countries 
that are listed, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services has the 
right under this legislation to add 
some more countries. Let me give you 
the names of some major lobbyists 
that can probably help you get your 
country listed. The countries of the 
world ought to understand who has in
fluence and who works for what fee. 
And I am certain that if this bill be
comes law some of those major lobby
ists will be back here saying to HHS 
"Add this country, add that country." 
Can you really believe the Secretary 
of HHS is going to say no? 

There were seven countries that 
were proposed as part of a suggested 
agreement over in the House already, 
and I say on the floor of the Senate 
that I do not believe those seven coun
tries can provide that kind of protec
tion, nor do I believe their FDA's can 
be compared to ours. But a drug 
cannot be exported to these second
tier countries unless they have first 
been approved by 1 of the 15 tier 1 
countries. OK, big deal. One of the 15 
tier 1 countries says OK. Then the 
Secretary of HHS permits the sale to 
go to any one of a number of other 
countries. 

This approach of saying that if 1 of 
those other 15 countries says it is OK 
really permits one country to decide 
our drug export standards. Mr. Presi
dent, that is risky business. 

On October 11, 1985, the French 
Government pulled the arthritis drug 
Isoxicam off the market. It was linked 
to five deaths and an undetermined 
number of injuries. The drug was not 
approved by the FDA for use in our 
country. We have our own strict stand
ards to thank for that. However, under 
S. 1848, the Hatch-Kennedy bill, this 
drug could have been manufactured in 
the United States and shipped all over 
the world with a "Made in America" 
label. 

England, another country on the ap
proved list, has pulled six drugs off 
the market over the last 2 years which 
it had earlier approved. These six 
drugs were approved in the United 
Kingdom and withdrawn outright. 
These are drugs which have been 
linked to severe reactions and deaths. 
Osmosin was linked to 15 deaths and 
Flenac was linked to 15,000 adverse re
actions and an undetermined number 
of deaths. None of these drugs were 
approved for use in the United States. 
However, under S. 1848, these killer 
drugs could have been shipped all over 
the world and we could stand so proud 
that we would have the "Made in 
America" label. 

Mr. President, it is absurd for Con
gress to list 15 countries in this bill 
and claim that we know they have 
adequate drug approval authority. Is 
there anybody in the Senate who is in 
a position to say whether 1 or all of 
those 15 countries have adequate drug 

approval authority? But if one of 
them approves the drug, then under 
this bill the drugs can be exported to 
the second-tier countries. 

I asked the FDA Commissioner if he 
could list such countries, and his reply 
was: 

As stated in prior testimony, we would be 
most uncomfortable to be put in the posi
tion of having to make difficult, if not im· 
possible, subjective judgments on the rela
tive quality of drug regulatory authorities 
of other sovereign States. 

In response to questions from the 
House side, the agency was even more 
adamant. Said they: 

Such a list cannot be provided because of 
difficulties in evaluating the stated criteria 
such as attempting to determine whether 
prescription drug labeling information is ac
curately conveyed to physicians and phar
macists in various countries. 

<Mr. HECHT assumed the chair.) 
0 1800 

Mr. METEZENBAUM. Mr. Presi
dent, I read a response to a question 
on the House side that the FDA gave 
in connection with this issue: 

Such a list cannot be provided because of 
difficulties in evaluating the stated criteria 
such as attempting to determine whether 
prescription drug labeling information is ac
curately conveyed to physicians and phar
macists in various countries. Whether pre
scription drug information is also conveyed 
to patients depends on various countries' 
complex policies and practices regarding la
beling for patients. With respect to adverse 
drug reactions, we do not have definitive in
formation on most countries' formal re
quirements or agreements to obtain such 
data. 

Finally, to access a country's effectiveness 
in administering and enforcing its drug poli
cies, a knowledge of actual daily operating 
procedures, as well as information on the 
qualifications, training, enthusiasm, skill, 
and knowledge the staff of the governmen
tal authorities would be required. In short, 
no matter what legislative requirements are 
in place concerning approval or withdrawal 
of drugs, it is extremely difficult to access 
foreign regulatory decisions in the absence 
of information on how the regulatory 
system performs in practice. 

So, Mr. President, our own FDA, 
with all the experience, with all the 
scientific expertise, with all the con
tact they would have with foreign 
drug regulatory authorities, says it is 
impossible to draw up a list of coun
tries with adequate FDA. But we in 
the Senate are so wise, we have so 
many answers, that we are willing to 
list them; we are going to say which 
ones are going to protect the people of 
the world. 

The supporters of this legislation 
say: "Yes, sir; wave that magic wand, 
and 15 countries appear on the ade
quate list." 

I ask my colleagues in this body: If 
you knew that some drug had been ap
proved by 1 of the 15 countries-! will 
not name them, but take any one; take 
the one that you think the least of, 
not the best of-and you knew it had 
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been approved by the FDA, or what
ever they call it in that country, are 
you really sure you would be prepared 
to have your child or grandchild or 
wife use that drug? I doubt it very 
much. I know that I would not. There 
are some countries, yes. But from all 
those 15 countries? No. Loudly and 
clearly, no. 

0 1810 
I again repeat that before this bill is 

concluded, there will be more than 15 
countries on the list. 

Is it not marvelous what we are 
saying here on the floor of the Senate 
in this legislation? Not only marvel
ous, I think it is mysterious. Not 
really. We know it is all a ruse. There 
is no science or safety concerns that 
are evident behind this list of 15 coun
tries. 

We think of those countries and we 
have some respect for them and we do 
business with them. So we say if their 
FDA approves it, that is good enough 
for us; then we can ship those drugs to 
all of those second tier countries. 

There is only one, and only one, con
cern as to why we are passing this bill, 
why we are naming the 15 countries. 
Nobody in Congress made it up. The 
list came from the Pharmaceutical 
Manufacturers Association. It is their 
list, not the list of Congress. Let us not 
call it tier 1. Let us call it the PMA-ap
proved list for unapproved drug ex
ports. 

It is a very dangerous game we are 
playing here, Mr. President. We are 
trying to create a legislative illusion. 
Let us pretend these 15 countries have 
FDA's just like our own. Let us pre
tend further that once the drug goes 
to England or France it will not end 
up in the Third World. 

Mr. President, the Senate should not 
be under the illusion that the problem 
we face is a drug lag and that the 
drugs approved by the countries on 
the list will eventually be approved in 
the United States. 

I have before me an analysis of the 
FDA study entitled "Compendium of 
New Drug Approvals in 11 Industrial
ized Countries, 1970 to 1983." The U.S. 
Food and Drug Administration put to
gether the compendium in February 
of 1985. 

The analysis details the percentage 
of drugs first approved in industrial
ized countries and then later approved 
in the United States. 

Take Italy. It is now on the list of 
approved countries. But only 10 per
cent of the drugs first approved in 
Italy are later approved by the FDA 
for use in the United States. 

Take Japan. Japan is supposed to be 
doing such a magnificent job in so 
many areas. But only 7 percent of the 
drugs first approved in Japan are later 
approved in the United States. 

West Germany, with all of its scien
tific knowledge, only 20 percent of the 

drugs they approved first are cleared 
by our own FDA. 

In France only 12 percent of the 
drugs first approved in France end up 
being approved in the United States. 

Australia and Canada are in the 50 
percent range; England and Sweden, 
40 percent; and Switzerland, 29 per
cent. 

So let us not kid ourselves. We have 
the strictest standards in the world 
and the standards of other countries 
vary widely. To throw them into a bill 
and say they have adequate FDA's is 
legislation by fantasy, not reality. 

These drugs will end up in the Third 
World, and we would have allowed 
them to be made in America, simply 
because Italy, Japan, or France ap
proved them first. 

What I am saying is simple: The 
drugs that they are approving in other 
countries are not being approved in 
this country-7 percent of them, 12 
percent of them, 20 percent of them. 
And yet what we are doing here in this 
bill is we are saying that if 1 of those 
15 countries, and the countries I have 
already mentioned are part of that 
group of 15, if 1 of those group of 15 
countries approved the drug, then it 
may be transshipped to one of the tier 
two countries. 

Who cares if they are unlikely ever 
to be used in this country. Let us get 
them out on the market. Let us send 
them all over the world. 

The best safeguard we could possibly 
offer the world is the one that is in 
place right now: If the drug is not safe 
enough or effective enough for the 
American people then do not export it. 

Mr. President, that is the long and 
short of it. If a drug is not safe enough 
for the people of America, why in the 
world are we standing here today 
pushing legislation to make it possible 
to export it? 

We not only will have mud on our 
face, I am afraid we will have blood on 
our face. I am afraid we will suffer the 
greatest embarrassment that this 
Nation has suffered in a long time. 

Other nations are writing to us and 
saying "Please don't do that. Please 
don't, don't send us drugs that you 
won't use for your own people." 

And we are saying "Don't tell us 
what to do. We are the strong and 
mighty and arrogant United States, 
and we are going to send you what we 
want, and if you don't like it, that's 

·your tough luck." 
We provide no real protection with 

the list of 15 countries. Once trans
shipment is accepted as a reality, then 
we are only opening the door to the 
dumping of potentially unsafe and in
effective drugs on the Third World. 

Mr. President, my amendment is 
simple: It simply requires the Secre
tary to act, once the U.S.-unapproved 
drug export is discovered in the Third 
World. That is all there is in my 
amendment, nothing more, nothing 

less. He slams the door down and says 
no more of that drug will be exported 
once it is found to be transshipped to a 
Third World. 

It is really the minimum we should 
do to protect people when these drugs 
are dumped in their countries. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, here 
again the Senator, through the impo
sition of an unreasonable restriction, 
wants to make this bill unusable. The 
amendment makes the mere presence 
of a drug in an unauthorized country a 
serious violation of the law, regardless 
of whether the exporter or his import
er had any involvement at all in the 
movement of the drug to the unau
thorized country. This is unfair. And 
no businessman in his right mind 
would subject himself to these penal
ties and the possible loss of the ability 
to export for events which are simply 
not under his control. 

Instead, S. 1848, if so amended, 
would be used by no one. Drug compa
nies would continue to build their fa
cilities abroad and export their drugs 
free of such impractical restrictions as 
S. 1848 explicitly hinges civil and 
criminal penalties which we put in the 
bill upon the involvement of the man
ufacturer or its importer in unauthor
ized activities. It recognizes that it is 
impracticable for the U.S. Congress to 
try to govern independent downchain 
distribution of any drug. 

I remind the Senator as he well 
knows that under S. 1848 the presence 
of an unapproved drug in an unau
thorized country is a relatively unlike
ly, though not impossible, situation. 

However, under current law, which 
he so oddly prefers, much to my con
sternation, the presence of unap
proved drugs in developing countries is 
an everyday occurrence. That would 
stop. 

Further, I remirid him that drugs ex
ported under this bill and finding 
their way to developing countries are 
unlikely to be unsafe drugs. This is be
cause any drug exported under this 
bill will have first been approved for 
safety and effectiveness by the regula
tory agency of a first-rank, developed 
country which has a drug approval 
process, equivalent to that of FDA. 

Now, Mr. President, the thrust of S. 
1848 really would be to penalize those 
who ship these products to unauthor
ized nations when they are subject to 
U.S. law. This bill does that. It is not 
the policy of the bill to penalize ex
porters who are not responsible for 
the shipment to an unauthorized 
nation or nations or more importantly 
to penalize patients. Yet that is the 
effect of the Senator's amendment. It 
would halt export shipments personal
ly even though the exporter, the per
sons under the control of the exporter 
and the importer had committed no 
wrong. 



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10399 
If someone at the fourth or fifth 

level in the chain of distribution, per
haps even the patient, ships the drug 
in a substantial quantity to an unau
thorized country, the Senator's 
amendment would penalize the ex
porter and patients, not the wrongdo
er. 

In some cases the Senator's amend
ment would prohibit the export of the 
drug if the drug was found in an unau
thorized country, even though the 
drug was available from several 
sources. In fact, a drug which is found 
in an unauthorized country could have 
been made by a pharmaceutical manu
facturer in that country, yet the Sena
tor's amendment would still halt ex
ports from the United States. 

I think we would all agree with the 
intent of the Senator's amendment 
which is to punish those who ship 
these products to unauthorized coun
tries. S. 1848 punishes those persons 
when they are subject to U.S. law and 
requires the exporter to change im
porters if the importer is not subject 
to U.S. law. We must be mindful, how
ever, that these products may be life
saving medications. When the export
er is not at fault, cutting off the 
supply of these drugs punishes the pa
tients. 

0 1820 
For this reason, I do not believe that 

Senator METZENBAUM's amendment 
protects public health, as is his intent. 
In fact, I know it does not. Rather, it 
may harm public health and place the 
Secretary in the untenable and possi
bly unethical position of having to 
deny life-saving medications to foreign 
patients. 

The bottom line is really this: If pro
duction can be shut down because of 
the acts of a third person not under 
the manufacturer's control, no manu
facturer will locate a plant here under 
this bill. 

S. 1848 contains finely crafted provi
sions addressing transshipment. It 
does not proport to block any possible 
presence in unauthorized countries. It 
is simply not practical to try to control 
those drugs once they have left the 
control of the importer. However, this 
in no way detracts from the merit of 
this bill. 

That is because if this bill does not 
pass, a particular unapproved drug 
may be manufactured overseas and ex
ported to any country where it is legal. 
If the bill passes, the same unap
proved drug may or may not find its 
way to the same countries, depending 
on the acts of subsequent actors in the 
purchase chain. However, the situa
tion is not different under this scenar
io from that under current law. Cur
rent law is unable to prevent the pres
ence in any country of any drug, since 
it simply leads to the production of 
unapproved drugs overseas. Therefore 
it makes no sense to criticize this bill 

because under some scenarios, the 
same thing could happen as happens 
now on a daily basis under current 
law. 

Nor is the problem one of enforce
ment, as the Senator states. State
ments of the Food and Drug Adminis
tration and the Pharmaceutical Manu
facturers Association reflect the im
practicality of our trying to control 
the trade in pharmaceuticals among 
downstream independent purchasers 
in foreign countries. Such a task would 
consume enormous resources and 
would not succeed, even if it were per
mitted by foreign governments. The 
Labor and Human Resources Commit
tee recognized this, and instead im
posed duties-and corresponding pen
alties-on exporters to take all meas
ures on their control to ensure that 
neither they nor their importer are 
engaged in improper transshipment. 
However, we realized that it would be 
unfair, and would gutt the bill, if we 
attempted to impose these heavy pen
alties on manufacturers for conduct 
which was not beyond their control, 
all in a fruitless attempt to prevent a 
situation that occurs right now under 
the current law. I really cannot under
stand why the Senator prefers current 
law to the improvements of S. 1848. 
Certainly it is not because current law 
affords foreign consumers any protec
tion. 

Additional restrictions under S. 1848 
occur in an imminent hazard situation. 
While it can normally be expected 
that drugs exported under these 
amendments and found in unauthor
ized countries will cause no harm 
there, having been already approved 
as safe and effective by at least one 
competent foreign agency. Additional 
export restriction may be imposed if 
the drug poses an imminent hazard to 
health in those countries. 

These duties and restrictions were 
carefully considered by the committee 
and are enforcable by the appropriate 
agencies in contrast with the across
the-board prohibition which the Sena
tor seems to feel appropriate, the re
sponsibilities this bill would place 
upon the Department of Health and 
Human Services and the Department 
of Agriculture are quite managable. 
They are fully consistent with the 
statement by the Food and Drug Ad
ministration quoted in the Senator's 
minority views. 
• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I under
stand the intent of this amendment, 
and I sympathize with it. 

However, the language of the 
amendment is overly broad. If we 
could identify the authorized country 
from which the drugs were trans
shipped to the unauthorized country, 
and if the drugs were found in the un
authorized country in significant 
quantities, and then I agree that we 
should halt the shipment of that drug 
to the authorized country itself. 

However, under the language of this 
amendment, none of this drug could 
be shipped to any authorized country, 
even those authorized countries for 
which there was no proof that they 
were the source of the drugs trans
shipped to the unauthorized country, 
if the drugs were found in an unau
thorized country. Further, according 
to this amendment, shipment to an au
thorized country would be halted if 
the drug was found in an unauthor
ized country, apparently regardless of 
the amount. These possible results 
under this amendment are too broad 
for me to be able to support it. • 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, adop
tion of this amendment would gut the 
bill, I do not think there is any ques
tion about that. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? There is a 
sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Colorado [Mr. ARM
STRONG], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. GoLDWATER], the Senator from 
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS], the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. HuM
PHREY], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
PACKWOOD], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. STAFFORD] and the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS] are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 83, 
nays 8, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 97 Leg.] 
YEAS-83 

Abdnor 
Andrews 
Baucus 
Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Cranston 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Denton 
Dixon 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Durenberger 
Eagleton 
East 
Evans 
Ex on 

Ford 
Garn 
Glenn 
Gore 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Hecht 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Hollings 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kasten 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Levin 
Long 
Lugar 
Mathias 
Matsunaga 
Mattingly 

McClure 
McConnell 
Melcher 
Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Quayle 
Riegle 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Rudman 
Sasser 
Simon 
Simpson 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Trible 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Wilson 
Zorinsky 
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Biden 
Chiles 
Harkin 

Armstrong 
Goldwater 
Hawkins 

NAYS-8 
Hart Proxmire 
Inouye Sarbanes 
Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-9 
Humphrey 
Packwood 
Specter 

Stafford 
Stennis 
Symms 

So the motion to lay on the table 
amendment No. 1954 was agreed to. 

0 1840 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion was agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

<The following occurred earlier and 
is printed at this point by unanimous 
consent:) 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio 
yield? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. To accommodate our 

colleagues, my arguments will be rela
tively short with respect to this 
amendment, even though it is a very 
important amendment. I suggest that 
we have one more vote tonight and 
then lay down another amendment 
and debate it and vote tomorrow 
morning at 10 o'clock, if that is what 
the Senator would like to do. That 
way, we would let our colleagues know 
where we are. It also would protect 
the Senator for one more amendment 
tonight. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. One of the 
Senators on the other side of the aisle 
asked whether he could leave, whether 
there would be more votes, and I indi
cated that I might ask unanimous con
sent that the vote on this amendment 
be at 10 o'clock tomorrow. 

Mr. HATCH. How many more 
amendments does the Senator have, 
after this one? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Maybe three 
or four. 

Mr. HATCH. There is an objection 
on our side. I also feel badly because 
of the distinguished Senator on our 
side. I think he wanted to make sure 
when the vote would be tomorrow, al
though he would not like to miss votes 
tonight. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The Senator 
from Ohio is prepared to vote tonight, 
and he will stay here as long as the 
leadership wishes. 

Mr. HATCH. Why do we not vote on 
this one tonight and lay down the 
next one? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Let me ask the 
majority leader: If there is an objec
tion to voting, I suppose we could 
come in at 10 or earlier and get on the 
bill at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. HATCH. I believe I understand 
why the objection occurred on our 
side. Why do we not vote tonight on 

this amendment, come in at 10 tomor
row, and start the next amendment? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. If we come in 
at 10, we have morning business. 

I say to the manager of the bill and 
the majority leader that Senator GoRE 
has an amendment. I am not sure 
whether Senator SIMON has an amend
ment. The Senator from Ohio has 
three or four amendments. I am trying 
to be cooperative and have attempted 
to be all day. I am willing to work to
night, if the Senator wishes. 

Since we have agreed to vote at 1 
o'clock tomorrow, I do not want to get 
myself in a position where I am 
squeezed with respect to time. 

Mr. HATCH. I am willing to make 
sure that the debates on our part are 
short and succinct. I believe we can get 
those amendments done if we start at 
10 tomorrow and have this one amend
ment tonight. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I ask the ma
jority leader a question: If it appears 
that the Senator from Ohio, who has 
attempted to be cooperative on 
Monday and Tuesday, is squeezed for 
time and it is necessary to get short 
additional time beyond 1 o'clock, 
would the majority leader have strong 
objection? At this moment I do not be
lieve it would be necessary, but I want 
to have an opportunity to have my 
amendments voted upon after reasona
ble debate. 

Mr. DOLE. I would be willing to 
extend the time until 2 o'clock instead 
of 1 o'clock. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think that 
would be fine. 

Mr. HATCH. Can the Senator let us 
know how many more amendments he 
has? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. As the Senator 
from Utah knows, I intended to have 
an amendment having to do with 
giving notification to the embassies. 
The senior Senator from Ohio had an 
amendment that was found acceptable 
by the Senator from Utah, and I was 
willing to accept it as a substitute, and 
we did not have to take that to a roll
call vote. 

Mr. HATCH. This is correct. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. At this 

moment, I say that we probably do not 
have more than three, maybe four
but I do not think more than three
and I do not see any need for what I 
would call lengthy debate. 

Mr. DOLE. I suggest that we come in 
early and be on the bill at 10 in the 
morning. We could have one addition
al rollcall vote this evening on the 
pending amendment, and we could 
alert our colleagues that this would be 
the last rollcall vote this evening. We 
could be back on the bill at 10 tomor
row. 

I do not know whether any of these 
amendments will be acceptable. I do 
not know what the Gore amendment 
is or what the amendment of the Sen
ator from Ohio are. 

If that is satisfactory, we could alert 
our colleagues on both sides that there 
will be one additional vote this 
evening. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. That is per
fectly agreeable to the Senator from 
Ohio. 

I say to the majority leader that if 
the majority leader is inclined to do 
so, to change the time for final pas
sage to 2 p.m., or if he wants to wait 
until tomorrow, to see if we need that 
time, with the assumption that the 
majority leader will be able to get 
clearance, that would be satisfactory. 

Mr. DOLE. I would be willing to 
make that request right now. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think it 
would be helpful. 

Mr. HATCH. I think so, too. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Would the ma

jority leader want to make it not later 
than 2 p.m.? If we get done earlier, we 
can vote. 

Mr. HATCH. How much longer will 
the Senator from Ohio be on this 
amendment? Then we can let our col
leagues know. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would need 
another 5 to 10 minutes for my re
marks. 

I say to the majority leader that I 
must clear the question of the change 
of time to vote with the minority 
leader. I ask the majority leader to 
withhold any action until I have had a 
chance to run that by the minority 
leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I am perfectly willing to 
make that request, if the minority 
leader has cleared it, that the vote 
occur not later than 2 o'clock. 

Is it safe for the majority leader and 
the minority leader to advise our col
leagues that there will be one more 
vote this evening? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I think so. 
Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator 

from Ohio. 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the col
loquy which just occurred be placed in 
the REcoRD after the discussion in con
nection with this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<Conclusion of earlier proceedings.) 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I do 

want to thank my colleagues for put
ting up with all of this debate today. I 
appreciate the support we have had on 
the floor thus far on this very impor
tant bill. 

I also want to express my apprecia
tion with regard to my colleague from 
Ohio. I know he is very sincere. I have 
always felt very deeply about people 
who feel so sincerely about matters 
such as he does. He is a very formida
ble opponent. There is no question 
about that. I feel very honored to be 
able to debate him from time to time. 
I have a deep friendship and regard 
for him. 
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As soon as Senator BYRD comes to 

the Chamber, we will wrap up theses
sion for today. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 

grant alien crewmen on fishing vessels to 
stop temporarily at ports in Guam; and 

H.R. 4745. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, with respect to sexual 
abuse. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following bills were read the 

0 1850 first and second times by unanimous 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, 1 ask consent, and referred as indicated: 

unanimous consent that the order for H.R. 2224. An act to amend the Immigra-
the quorum call be rescinded. tion and Nationality Act to permit nonimmi

grant alien crewmen on fishing vessels to 

COSPONSORSHIP OF S. 2434 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yester

day I introduced the Cigarette Smok
ing Public Service Announcements Act 
of 1986, S. 2434. Unfortunately, Sena
tor NICKLES' name did not appear as a 
cosponsor. I ask unanimous consent 
that Senator NICKLES be added to S. 
2434 as an original cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 10:07 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following joint resolution, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.J. Res. 613. Joint resolution allowing 
qualified persons representing all the States 
to be naturalized on Ellis Island on July 3 or 
4, 1986. 

At 4:57 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the Houses has passed 
the following bill, without amend
ment: 

S. 2329. An act to make technical correc
tions in the higher education title of the 
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcilia
tion Act of 1985. 

The message also announced that 
the House agrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 1349) to 
reduce the costs of operating Presiden
tial libraries, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced 
that the House agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill <S. 124) entitled the "Safe Drink
ing Water Amendments of 1985." 

The message also announced that 
the House agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the 
bill (S. 974) to provide for protection 
and advocacy for mentally ill persons. 

The message further announced 
that the House has passed the follow
ing bills, in which it requests the con
currence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2224. An act to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to permit nonimmi-

stop temporarily at ports in Guam; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 4745. An act to amend title 18, 
United States Code, with respect to sexual 
abuse; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The Committee on Commerce, Sci
ence, and Transportation was dis
charged from the further consider
ation of the following bill, which was 
placed on the calendar: 

S. 1813. A bill to amend and extend the 
Atlantic Striped Bass Conservation Act, and 
for other purposes. 

The following joint resolution was 
read the first and second times by 
unanimous consent, and referred as in
dicated: 

H.J. Res. 613. Joint resolution allowing 
qualified persons representing all the States 
to be naturalized on Ellis Island on July 3 or 
4, 1986. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-3127. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Interior <Indian Af
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report on Indian education for fiscal years 
1983 and 1984; to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

EC-3128. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Interior <Indian Af
fairs), transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on donations received and allocations 
made from the fund "Funds Contributed for 
the Advancement of the Indian Race"; to 
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-3129. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Federal Maritime Commis
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report of the Commission under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
years 1984 and 1985; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

EC-3130. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce and the Attorney Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting 
jointly, a draft of proposed legislation to en
courage innovation, promote research and 
development, and stimulate trade by 
strengthening the protection given intellec
tual property rights by making necessary 
and appropriate amendments to the intel
lectual property rights laws; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

EC-3131. A communication from the Ex
ecutive Director of the Pennsylvania 
Avenue Development Corporation, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, the annual report of 
the Corporation under the Freedom of In
formation Act for calendar year 1985; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-3132. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
of the National Cancer Advisory Board for 
fiscal year 1985; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-3133. A communication from the 
Acting Archivist of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on a plan 
for improving the management, mainte
nance, storage, and preservation of military 
records and improving public access to such 
records; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

EC-3134. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of Energy <Conservation 
and Renewable Energy), transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on the first year ac
tivities of the Federal Methanol Fleet Pro
gram, dated March 1986; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3135. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
status of the Social Health Maintenance Or
ganization Demonstration; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

EC-3136. A communication from the 
Comptroller of the General Services Admin
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report on the Presidents Retirement 
System for fiscal year 1985; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3137. A communication from the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the reapportionment of certain funds for 
Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Inc.; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-3138. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation to repeal section 4 of 
the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, as amend
ed, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion. 

EC-3139. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
certain funds proposed for recission but for 
which the Congress did not pass a rescission 
bill; pursuant to the order of January 30, 
1975, referred jointly to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, the 
Committee on Appropriations, the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
the Committee on the Budget, the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion, the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works, the Committee on Fi
nance, the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, and 
the Select Committee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-3140. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti
tled "Technical Risk Assessment-The 
Status of Current DOD Efforts"; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-3141. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti
tled "ADP Systems-Concerns About the 
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Acquisition Plan for DOD's Composite 
Health Care System"; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3142. A communication from the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, certain certifications with 
respect to the Space Defense and Oper
ations <ASAT) program; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-3143. A communication from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Logistics and Communications, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on the con
version of the commissary shelf -stocking 
and custodial function at Scott Air Force 
Base, Illinois, to performance by contractor; 
to the Committee on Armed Service. 

EC-3144. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the fourth biennial report on 
maximum attainable rates of production 
from significant fields on the Outer Conti
nental Shelf; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3145. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Pennsylvania Avenue De
velopment Corporation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, the 1985 annual report of the 
Corporation; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-3146. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report on the current status of 
the helium program; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC-3147. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of General Services, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on a pro
posed revision to a Privacy Act system of 
records; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-3148. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a proposed plan for 
the use and distribution of the AK-Chin, 
Salt River Pima-Maricopa, and Gila River 
Pima-Maricopa Indian communities judge
ment funds; to the Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-680. A resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, relating to the position of the Presi
dent on the budget cuts of funds appropri
ated to the Land Grant Colleges; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

"RESOLUTION 

"To request the President of the United 
States, the Honorable Ronald Reagan to re
consider his position on the budget cuts, of 
funds appropriated to the Land Grant Col
leges. 

"STATEMENT OF MOTIVES 

"On February 5, 1986, President Ronald 
Reagan sent the budget for the 1987 fiscal 
year to the Congress. In said budget, the ap
propriations for government programs of 
various agencies were cut. The Agricultural 
Programs Budget of the Land Grant Col
leges in Teaching, Investigation and Exten
sion Services was cut 59%. In Puerto Rico, 
this cut has a devastating effect on the 
funds and programs of the Agricultural Ex
periment Station and the Agricultural Ex
tension Service. The local experiment sta
tion will lose 3. 7 million dollars, which is 
equal to 49% of its federal budget. 

"The Agricultural Extension Service of 
Puerto Rico is an agency where some 700 
professional and clerical staff workers are 
employed. In addition, it has an unpaid vol
unteer corps of around 7,507 persons who 
serve actively. 

"The proposed budget cuts would have a 
devastating effect on the nutrition, econo
my and education of the Puerto Rican 
people. 

"The Agricultural Extension Service 
states four basic principles: 

"1. the individual is supreme in democracy 
"2. the home is the fundamental unit in 

civilization 
"3. the family is the prime educational 

group of the human race 
"4. the base of any permanent civilization 

must rest on man's relationship with the 
land 

"These principles or objectives can be at
tained by implementing and developing a di
verse educational program of great impact 
on Puerto Rican Society. 

"Be it resolved by the Senate of Puerto 
Rico: 

"Section 1. The President of the United 
States, the Honorable Ronald Reagan, is 
hereby requested to reconsider his position 
on the budget cuts of funds appropriated to 
Land Grant Colleges. 

"Section 2. A copy of this Resolution, duly 
translated into English shall be sent to the 
President of the United States, to the Con
gress of the United States and to the news 
media for its diffusion and publication." 

POM-681. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Illinois; to 
the Committee on Armed Services: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 74 
"Whereas, The Secretary of State of the 

United States recently released a list of 
twenty-two military bases which are slated 
for closure; and 

"Whereas, Illinois appears to be the larg
est potential loser with the O'Hare Air Re
serve Forces Facility and the Great Lakes 
Naval Training Complex as two installations 
selected; and 

"Whereas, The economic impact on Illi
nois would be devastating and would involve 
25,000 military personnel; a $250,000,000 
payroll loss and installations with a book 
value exceeding two billion dollars; and 

"Whereas, The elimination of these facili
ties would weaken the National defense 
system and would require years to rebuild to 
their present state of efficiency; and 

"Whereas, The Secretary of Defense indi
cates that it will cost more than $1.11 billion 
to close Great Lakes alone, and 23 years to 
emortise this cost; and 

"Whereas, The outlook for O'Hare pre
sents the same problem with multiple 
10,000-foot heavy duty runways which 
would be difficult at best to duplicate; and 

"Whereas, This unreasonable assault on 
the treasury and the resultant injustice to 
the military units positioned in Illinois must 
be brought to a stop; therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Senate of the eighty
fourth General Assembly of the State of flli
nois, That we urge the Congress of the 
United States to take such steps as are nec
essary to maintain those military bases now 
present in the State of Illinois; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That a suitable copy of this 
preamble and resolution be presented to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President of the Senate of the 
United States Congress and to each member 
of the Illinois Congressional Delegation." 

POM-682. A resolution adopted by the 
legislature of the State of Utah; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation: 

"TOBACCO-FREE SOCIETY RESOLUTION 

"Be it resolved by the Legislature of the 
State of Utah 

"Whereas, the Utah State Medical Asso
ciation and the American Medical Associa
tion recently established the goal of creat
ing a tobacco-free society by the year 2000; 

"Whereas, the Utah State Medical Asso
ciation and American Medical Association 
has called upon Congress to ban the adver
tising and promotion of cigarettes and 
smokeless tobacco; 

"Whereas, a number of factors make it ap
propriate and even advisable for Congress to 
impose a ban on tobacco advertising; 

"Whereas, smoking is the number one 
cause of preventable death in America; 

"Whereas, even when used as intended, to
bacco causes physical damage to the user; 

"Whereas, there is substantial evidence 
that tobacco advertising is intended to 
create an atmosphere which makes children 
and teenagers want to start using tobacco; 
that is, the use of tobacco is made to appear 
glamorous and adult through advertising; 

"Whereas, most smokers today begin 
smoking during their teens; 60% start smok
ing by the age of 13, and a total of 90% have 
begun smoking by the time they are 20; 

"Whereas, it is obvious that many people 
start using tobacco even before they are old 
enough to buy it legally; 

"Whereas, inasmuch as tobacco advertis
ing encourages behavior that is contrary to 
the interest of public health, it is clearly in 
the interest of the Federal Government to 
prohibit it; 

"Whereas, although the tobacco industry 
denies that their advertising is designed to 
induce people to use tobacco, it is unthink
able that the industry would spend billions 
of dollars a year on advertising and promo
tion merely to entice current users to 
change brands; 

"Whereas, the combined effect on the to
bacco market of smokers who die yearly 
from smoking-related causes (about 350,000 
a year) and those who quit smoking (about 
34 million in the last 20 years) requires that 
the tobacco industry recruit new smokers in 
order to remain a viable industry; 

"Whereas, the use of smokeless tobacco is 
dangerous and can cause oral cancer; and 

"Whereas, it is clearly imperative to pro
tect impressionable teenagers from the haz
ards of smoking and other tobacco use by 
banning advertising which encourages it. 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved, That the 
Legislature calls upon the Congress of the 
United States to ban tobacco advertising 
and promotion in order to achieve a tobac
co-free society by the year 2000. 

"Be it further resolved, That a copy of this 
resolution be prepared and sent to the 
President of the United States Senate, the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, the chairman of the House 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, the Surgeon 
General of the United States, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, the mem
bers of Utah's congressional delegation, and 
to the American Medical Association.'' 

POM-683. A resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Utah; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources: 
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"URANIUM INDUSTRY RESOLUTION 

"Be it resolved by the Legislature of the 
State of Utah, the Governor concurring 
therein: 

"Whereas, uranium is used in the manu
facture of weapons and in the generation of 
power through nuclear power plants; 

"Whereas, the United States uranium 
mining and milling industry plays an indis
pensable role in guaranteeing the national 
security and energy independence of the 
United States; 

"Whereas, the uranium industry in Amer
ica has been devastated by the increased 
world mining of uranium and a complete 
halt in the building of nuclear power plants 
in America, to the point that the number of 
jobs in the industry has fallen from 22,000 
to 2,000 in the last five years; 

"Whereas, the uranium industry in the 
United States is in such terrible condition 
that U.S. Department of Energy Secretary 
JohnS. Herrington, in response to a charge 
from Congress to determine whether or not 
the industry remains viable, has issued a de
termination that the industry is no longer a 
viable one; 

"Whereas, the uranium used in the United 
States today comes almost exclusively from 
foreign mines and mills; and 

"Whereas, certain Utah communities that 
grew rapidly when uranium was a valuable 
commodity are now suffering terribly from 
the effects of the industry's crash. 

"Now, therefore, be it resolved, That the 
Legislature of the State of Utah, the Gover
nor concurring therein, supports action by 
the federal government to reestablish the 
viability of the domestic uranium industry 
in the United States. 

"Be it further resolved, That the national 
security and energy independence of the 
United States be protected by legislation 
limiting the "dumping" of uranium by 
South Africa and Canada, which sell it to 
the United States at prices below those 
charged to domestic customers. 

"Be it further resolved, That the uranium 
enrichment policies pursued by the United 
States Department of Energy be revised so 
that they do not detrimentally impact 
demand for United States uranium. 

"Be it further resolved, That the United 
States Government fulfill its obligation to 
share the costs of reclamation of uranium 
tailings generated under old Atomic Energy 
Commission defense contracts, which costs 
were not reimbursed at the time solely be
cause they were not recognized. 

"Be it further resolved, That the stockpile 
of uranium concentrate now being held by 
the United States Department of Energy be 
retained to guarantee national security, or, 
if there is more than needed for that pur
pose, the stockpile be sold at no less than 
current fair market value. 

"Be it further resolved, That the Congress 
of the United States provide an equitable fi
nancing mechanism which will insure an ap
propriate contribution by nuclear utilities 
for remaining clean-up costs. 

"Be it further resolved, That a copy of this 
resolution be prepared and forwarded to the 
President of the United States, the Secre
tary of the United States Department of 
Energy, the members of Utah's congression
al delegation, the presiding officers of each 
house of the United States Congress, and 
other members of Congress as designated by 
the sponsor." 

POM-684. Joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California; to the 

Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources: 

"Whereas, On February 12, 1986, Secre
tary of the Interior Donald Hodel fired Lee 
Iacocca from his position as Chairman of 
the Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centenni
al Commission; and 

"Whereas, Mr. Iacocca, who is the chief 
executive officer of the Chrysler Corpora
tion, has headed the private fundraising 
effort for the restoration of the Statue of 
Liberty and Ellis Island, two of America's 
most significant shrines; and 

"Whereas, Under Mr. Iacocca's leadership, 
a private foundation has raised more than 
$233,000,000 for the restoration project, al
ready exceeding the goal which it had set; 
and 

"Whereas, The firing of Mr. Iacocca 
comes just a few months before the Fourth 
of July Weekend, 1986, when four days of 
ceremonies will mark the 100th anniversary 
of the Statue of Liberty; and 

"Whereas, Mr. Iacocca has stated he op
poses a proposal, favored by certain officials 
in the Department of Interior, to commer
cialize Ellis Island through the construction 
of a conference center and hotel complex; 
and 

"Whereas, Secretary Hodel has offered no 
convincing justification for the firing of Mr. 
Iacocca; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the 
Legislature of the State of California re
quests that the Secretary of Interior imme
diately reinstate Lee Iacocca to the position 
of Chairman of the Statue of Liberty-Ellis 
Island Centennial Commission; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That the Legislature opposes 
any development project which would com
mercialize Ellis Island; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, the Secretary of the United 
States Department of Interior, the Speaker 
of the United States House of Representa
tives, and to each Senator and Representa
tive from California in the Congress of the 
United States." 

POM-684. Resolutions adopted by the 
Legislature of the Palau National Congress; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources: 

"RESOLUTION No. 2-0031-6 
"Whereas, negotiation for the Compact of 

Free Association between the United States 
and the Republic of Palau has been going 
on for almost sixteen years now; and 

"Whereas, on January 10, 1986, President 
Lazarus E. Salii of the Republic of Palau 
and Ambassador Fred M. Zeder of the 
United States signed the Compact of Free 
Association between the United States and 
the Republic of Palau signaling the begin
ning of a new political relationship; and 

"Whereas, on January 23, 1986, the 
Second Olbiil Era Kelulau <Palau National 
Congress) overwhelmingly passed a legisla
tion approving and ratifying the said Com
pact and setting February 21, 1986, as the 
Plebiscite day for all Palauan voters to 
freely choose their political status through 
election; and 

"Whereas, prior to February 21, 1986, ref
erendum, Ambassador Zeder and his staff 
officially announced the deeply desired ex
emption of the level of funds under the 
Compact of Free Association from the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction 
act; and 

"Whereas, on February 21, 1986, a record 
of seventy-two percent (72%) of the Palauan 
voters approved the said Compact of Free 
Association; and 

"Whereas, the voters of the Republic of 
Palau, realizing such exemption of Compact 
funding from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings def
icit reduction act, voted among other posi
tive reasons to overwhelmingly approve the 
Compact document; and 

"Whereas, President Lazarus E. Salii certi
fied the Plebiscite result on February 24, 
1986, and has sent the approved Compact to 
President Ronald Reagan and the U.S. Con
gress for their respective approval; and 

"Whereas, the House of Delegates of the 
Second Olbiil Era Kelulau is extremely con
cerned with the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
deficit reduction law as it may possibly 
reduce the Compact funds for the Republic 
of Palau; now, therefore, be it. 

"Resolved that the House of Delegates of 
the Second Olbiil Era Kelulau, hereby re
spectfully requests the President of the 
United States, the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Represent
atives of the United States Congress to spe
cifically exempt funds, for the compact of 
Free Association, from the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction law; and 

"Be it further resolved that certified 
copies of this resolution be transmitted to 
the President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress, the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Delegates of the Second Olbiil Era Kelulau, 
and the President of the Republic of 
Palau." 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 2-0033-6 
"Whereas, on March 29, 1977, the Trust 

Territory Public Law No. 7-29, amended 
later by Public Law 7-30, created the Col
lege of Micronesia as a public corporation 
under its own Board of Regents; and 

"Whereas, the said law incorporated into 
a single post-secondary educational system 
the Micronesian Occupational College and 
the Community College of Micronesia and 
its affiliated School of Nursing; and 

"Whereas, Micronesian Occupational Col
lege was granted full accreditation by the 
Western Association of Schools and Col
leges in 1977 and that such Accreditation 
Status was again reaffirmed in 1982; and 

"Whereas, while the Micronesian Occupa
tional College curricula are strongly Job-ori
ented, the mission of the College has been 
and still is to help students from the Feder
ated states of Micronesia, and Republic of 
the Marshall Islands, and the Republic of 
Palau develop their potential in semi-profes
sional and occupational areas; and 

"Whereas, there are about one thousand 
five hundred Micronesian students who 
have graduated from the college; and 

"Whereas, the Department of Interior 
<DOI> has been providing yearly grant to 
fund the operation of the Micronesian Oc
cupational College since 1977; and 

"Whereas, the yearly grant from the De
partment of Interior amounted to more 
than half of the yearly budget of the Micro
nesian Occupational College; and 

"Whereas, such yearly grant from the De
partment of Interior to the Micronesian Oc
cupational College is not specifically provid
ed for in the Compact of Free Association 
between the Republic of Palau and the 
United States; and 
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"Whereas, the Department of Interior 

continued funding of the Micronesian Occu
pational College is not guaranteed under 
the Compact of Free Association; and 

"Whereas, the future of the Micronesian 
Occupational College is substantially and 
unavoidably dependent on the continuation 
of the Department of Interior's funding 
grant; and 

"Whereas, it is in the best interest of the 
Micronesian Islands governments that Mi
cronesian Occuptional College continue its 
educational services to the islands communi
ty; now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved that the House of Delegates of 
the Second Olbiil Era Kelulau, hereby re
spectfully requests the President of the 
United States, the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House of Represent
atives of the United States Congress to con
tinue funding of the specific grant, from the 
Department of Interior, for operation of the 
Micronesian Occupational College in the 
Republic of Palau; and 

"Be it further resolved that certified 
copies of this resolution be transmitted to 
the President of the United States, the 
President of the Senate, and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress, the President of the Feder
ated States of Micronesia, the President of 
the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House Delegates of the Second Olbiil 
Era Kelulau, and the President of the Re
public of Palau." 

POM-686. Resolution adopted by Commu
nity School District No. 201, Westmont, IL, 
opposing certain provisions of H.R. 3838; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

POM-687. Resolution adopted by the 
Board of Education of La Salle Public Ele
mentary Schools, District 122, La Salle, IL, 
opposing certain provisions of H.R. 3838; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

POM-688. Resolution adopted by the 
Board of Education of Forest Ridge School 
District No. 142, Oak Forest, IL, opposing 
certain provisions of H.R. 3838; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

POM-689. Joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Connecticut; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

"RESOLUTION 
"Whereas, Connecticut was the first state 

in the nation to begin operating an enter
prise zone program; and 

"Whereas, Connecticut's enterprise zone 
program has been very successful in pro
moting economic development, job creation 
and the revitalization of inner-city areas; 
and 

"Whereas, Congress is currently consider
ing federal enterprise zone legislation; and 

"Whereas, state enterprise zones would be 
far more successful if such federal legisla
tion were enacted, due to the greater impact 
of federal tax and regulatory incentives that 
would be available under such legislation; 
and 

"Whereas, the two largest organizations 
of elected officials, the National League of 
Cities and the U.S. Conference of Mayors, 
as well as business and job training organi
zations, have endorsed proposed federal en
terprise zone legislation, now therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, that this general assembly calls 
upon the Congress of the United States to 
enact enterprise zone legislation, 

"Be it further resolved, that copies of this 
resolution be sent to the speaker and the 
Clerk of the United States House of Repre-

sentatives, the President and the Secretary 
of the United States Senate, and to each 
member of the Connecticut Congressional 
delegation." 

POM-690. Joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Colorado; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 1014 
"Whereas, In signing the 1975 Helsinki 

Accords the Soviet Union promised to re
spect human rights and fundamental free
doms including the freedoms of thought, 
conscience, religion, and belief, and to pro
mote and encourage the effective exercise 
of civil and political rights; and 

"Whereas, The Soviet Union, instead of 
keeping its word, systematically violates the 
Helsinki Accords by sending Soviet citizens 
to forced labor camps and psychiatric hospi
tals for merely trying to discuss their gov
ernment's nuclear weapons policy and 
United States-Soviet relations in a meanin
ful way; and 

"Whereas, Soviet human rights violations 
allow the Soviet government to dictate arms 
policies without facing opposing political 
pressure from their citizens; and 

"Whereas, Human rights and peace are 
the same issue and bilateral pressure on the 
Soviet government from its own citizens 
would make successful negotiations more 
likely; and 

"Whereas, Courageous people in the 
Soviet Union endure cruel repression and 
prison for their activities; now, therefore, 

"Be it Resolved by the House of Represent
atives of the Fifty-fifth General Assembly of 
the State of Colorado, the Senate concurring 
herein: 

"That the General Assembly of Colorado 
urges the Governor of Colorado to send a 
communication to the President of the 
United States and the General Secretary of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
stating as follows: 

"The risk of nuclear war between the 
United States and the Soviet Union can be 
reduced if all people have the ability to ex
press their opinions on world issues, includ
ing their nations' arms policies, freely and 
without fear; therefore, the General Assem
bly of the state of Colorado urges all na
tions that signed the Helsinki International 
Accords on Human Rights to observe the 
Accords' provisions of freedom of speech, re
ligion, press, assembly, and emigration for 
all their citizens. 

"Be It Further Resolved, That the Chief 
Clerk of the House of Representatives 
transmit copies of this resolution to the 
Speaker of the United States House of Rep
resentatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, and the members of the Col
orado delegation to the Congress of the 
United States in order that they may be ap
prised of the sense of the Colorado General 
Assembly." 

POM-691. A resolution adopted by the 
Mayor and Council of the Borough of 
Brielle, New Jersey favoring a constitutional 
convention for purposes of proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution relative to 
taxation; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

POM-692. A resolution adopted by the 
Township Council of Delran, New Jersey, 
favoring a constitutional convention for 
purposes of proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution relative to taxation; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-693. A resolution adopted by the 
City Council of South Euclid, Ohio favoring 

legislation to proclaim June 21, 1986, as 
Save American Industry/Jobs Day; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-694. A resolution adopted by the 
Lorain County, Ohio AFL-CIO Federation 
of Labor, favoring designation of June 21, 
1986 as Save American Industry/Jobs Day; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-695. A resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the Legislature of the State of 
Hawaii; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

"SENATE RESOLUTION No. 7 
"Whereas, there are two chapters of fed

eral law which apply to persons injured in 
the course of maritime employment; and 

"Whereas, the Longshoremen's and 
Harbor Worker's Compensation Act affords 
quick monetary compensation to all injured 
maritime workers except members of the 
crew and masters, while the Jones Act 
covers these two categories; and 

"Whereas, the two pieces of legislation 
appear to be mutually exclusive, in that 
workers covered under the Jones Act do not 
have access to the remedies available under 
the Longshoremen's and Harbor Worker's 
Compensation Act; and 

"Whereas, rising insurance rates for com
mercial fishers who are subject to the Jones 
Act have increased costs and slowed expan
sion in this vital industry; and 

"Whereas, the Jones Act, unlike the Long
shoremen's and Harbor Worker's Compen
sation Act, has no provision rendering inop
erative state laws which create parallel rem
edies such as workers' compensation; now, 
therefore, 

"Be It Resolved by the Senate of the Thir
teenth Legislature of the State of Hawaii, 
Regular Session of 1986, that the Legisla
ture requests the United States Congress to 
amend the Jones Act to exclude commercial 
fishers and amend the Longshoremen's and 
Harbor Worker's Compensation Act to in
clude commercial fishers; and 

"Be It Further Resolved that certified 
copies of this Resolution be transmitted to 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, the President of the 
United States Senate and to each member 
of Hawaii's congressional delegation." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. THURMOND, from the Commit

tee on the Judiciary: 
Report to accompany the bill <S. 1655) to 

amend the Unfair Competition Act of 1916 
and the Clayton Act to provide for private 
enforcement of the Unfair Competition 
Statute in the event of unfair foreign com
petition, and to amend title 28 of the United 
States Code to provide for private enforce
ment of the Customs Fraud Statute <Rept. 
No. 99-295>. 

By Mr. STAFFORD, from the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1965. A bill to reauthorize and revise 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, and for 
other purposes <with additional views> Rept. 
No. 99-296). 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
and an amendment to the title: 

S. 881. A bill to extend title X of the 
Public Health Service Act for 3 years <Rept. 
No. 99-297). 
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By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 

Labor and Human Resources, with amend
ments: 

S. 1566. A bill to extend the Family Life 
Demonstration Program for 3 years <Rept. 
No. 99-298). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Commit
tee on Armed Services: 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, I report favorably the attached 
listing of nominations. 

Those identified with a single aster
isk (*) are to be placed on the Execu
tive Calendar. Those identified with a 
double asterisk (**) are to lie on the 
Secretary's desk for the information 
of any Senator since these names have 
already appeared in the CoNGRESSION
AL RECORD and to save the expense of 
printing again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

<The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary's desk were printed in 
the RECORD of April 24, 1986, at the 
end of the Senate proceedings.) 

•1. In the Marine Corps there are 11 pro
motions to the grade of brigadier general 
<list begins with James E. Sniffen>. <Ref. 
No. 1011) 

••2. In the Air National Guard there are 
48 promotions to the grade of lieutenant 
colonel and below <list begins with Archie D. 
Barnes). <Ref. No. 1035) 

Total: 59. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. BUMPERS: 
S. 2439. A bill to amend the Act of Febru

ary 25, 1920, to provide for competitive leas
ing of oil and gas for onshore Federal lands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. McCONNELL <for himself and 
Mr. THuRMoND): 

S. 2440. A bill to amend the Federal Tort 
Claims Act to include reasonable limitations 
on the tort liability of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCONNELL (for himself and 
Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 2441. A bill to place limitations on the 
civil liability of Government Contractors to 
ensure that such liability does not impede 
the ability of the United States to procure 
necessary goods and services; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself and 
Mr. GOLDWATER): 

S. 2442. A bill to establish the San Pedro 
Riparian National Conservation Area in Co
chise County, AZ, in order to assure the pro
tection of the riparian, wildlife, archaeologi
cal, paleontological, scientific, cultural, edu
cational, and recreational resources of the 
conservation area, and for other purposes; 

to the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. DOLE (for Mrs. HAWKINS (for 
herself and Mr. HATCH)): 

S. 2443. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to revise the authorities of, and 
redesignate, the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and 
Mental Health Administration; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

S. 2441. A bill to place limitations on 
the civil liability of Government con
tractors to ensure that such liability 
does not impede the ability of the 
United States to procure necessary 
goods and services; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

<The remarks of Mr. McCoNNELL and 
Mr. THURMOND and the text of the leg
islation appear earlier in today's 
RECORD.) 

By Mr. STAFFORD (for Mrs. HAW
KINS (for herself, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. DoDD, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. WEICKER, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SIMON, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. By Mr. DECONCINI (for himself 
GRASSLEY)): and Mr. GOLDWATER): 

S. 2444. A bill to reauthorize the Head S. 2442. A bill to establish the San 
Start Act, the Low-Income Home Energy Pedro Riparian National Conservation 
~~~:c~n!~t ~~a~;8l~t.t~~e c~=~~ Area in Cochise County, ~rizona, in 
care state grant program, and for other . o!de~ to as~ur~ the protecti~n of the 
purposes; to the Committee on Labor and riparian, Wildlife, archeological, pale
Human Resources. ontological, scientific, cultural, educa-

By Mr. MURKOWSKI <for himself, tional, and recreational resources of 
Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. THURMOND): the conservation area and for other 

S. 2445. A bill .to amend titl~ 38, Unite~ purposes; to the Comnrtttee on Energy 
Stat~s. Cod~. to rmprove certam Veterans and National Resources 
Admin1strat10n health-care programs; to the · 
Committee on Veterans Affairs. SAN PEDRO RIPARIAN NATIONAL CONSERVATION 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. AREA 

STAFFORD, Mr. GoRE, Mr. HEINz, Mr. Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, it 
METZENBAUM, and Mr. LEVIN>: gives me great pleasure to introduce 

s. 2446. A bill to require the Secretaries of legislation today that will establish 
Agriculture and Health and Human Services 
to enforce certain food labeling require- special protection for a unique ripari-
ments for packaged foods sold by certain an ecosystem in southern Arizona 
restaurants; to the Committee on Govern- known as the San Pedro Riparian 
mental Affairs. Area. Lands along a 31-mile stretch of 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and State resolutions were read, and 
referred <or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself 
and Mr. HOLLINGS): 

S. Res. 405. Resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate opposing the imposition 
of a federal licensing fee for marine sport
fishing; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. DODD <for himself and Mr. 
WEICKER): 

S. Res. 406. Resolution honoring the 
125th anniversary of organized camping in 
the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

the San Pedro River in western Co
chise County, AZ, comprise some of 
the most valued riparian, wildlife, ar
chaeological, paleontological, scientif
ic, cultural, and recreational resources 
in the Southwest. Intense national in
terest in this area sparked action by 
the .Bureau of Land Management to 
acquire riparian lands along the San 
Pedro. On March 7 of this year, title 
to these lands was turned over to the 
Bureau of Land Management through 
a land exchange initiative with the 
private owner, Tenneco Inc. Since that 
time, the BLM has closed the 43,371 
acres of land to the public while it for
mulates an interim land management 
policy for these important public 
lands. 

The legislation I am sponsoring 
STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED today, with my good friend from Ari-

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS zona, Senator GOLDWATER, will place 
By Mr. BUMPERS: 

S. 2439. A bill to amend the Act of 
February 25, 1920, to provide for com
petitive leasing of oil and gas for on
shore Federal lands, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

<The remarks of Mr. BuMPERS and 
the text of the legislation appear earli
er in today's RECORD.) 

By Mr. McCONNELL (for him
self and Mr. THURMOND): 

S. 2440. A bill to amend the Federal 
Tort Claims Act to include reasonable 
limitations on the tort liability of the 
United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

the San Pedro Riparian Area under 
the management of a National Conser
vation Area of the Bureau of Land 
Management. The lands will be man
aged to protect the fragile resource 
values but will be open to the public 
for recreation and uses on a controlled 
basis. 

Mr. President, last year numerous 
individuals and organizations came to 
me seeking Land and Water Conserva
tion Funds to acquire the lands now 
comprising the San Pedro River Ripar
ian Area. At that time, estimates on 
the cost to acquire this area ranged 
from $20 to $30 million. Through the 
initiative of the Bureau of Land Man
agement, the Federal Government 
now owns these lands and can manage 
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them to protect the resources and 
assure public enjoyment for the years 
to come. I commend the BLM for its 
foresight and leadership in acquiring 
and protecting these lands. In times 
when all of us are gravely concerned 
about spiraling Federal deficits, it is 
good to see actions undertaken that 
respond to our public land needs with
out deepening the Federal budgetary 
problems. Dean Bibles, the Arizona 
State Director, for the BLM, is largely 
responsible for this achievement and 
deserves substantial credit. 

The 43,371 acres of land along the 
San Pedro River are rich in wildlife 
and significant cultural resources. The 
area provides habitat to the largest di
versity of reptiles, birds, and mammals 
found in the United States and North 
America. Mexican birds, whose north
em range is southeastern Arizona, use 
the area and species like the Harris 
hawk, the black hawk, the zone-tailed 
hawk, gray hawk, aplomado falcon, 
and the elegant trogon are prevalent. 
Experts estimate that the area in
cludes 161 species of birds, 80 species 
of mammals, a dozen fish species, and 
about 68 species of reptiles and am
phibians. 

Equally important are the abun
dance of cultural and historic re
sources found in the area. There are 
110 known archaeological sites includ
ing the famous and highly significant 
Paleo Indian sites dating to 11,000 
years ago, the Presido of Santa Cruz 
de Terrante <QuiburD, Murray 
Springs, and the Escapule site. This is 
one of the few areas within the United 
States where known sites of the period 
between the prehistoric and historic 
occupation of the Southwest still 
exist. While many of these sites must 
be carefully preserved, they do afford 
excellent opportunities for interpreta
tion and education for the public. 

While the Bureau of Land Manage
ment has existing authority under the 
Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 to manage these lands, be
cause of the fragile nature of the sig
nificant resources and the need to 
ensure the proper protection and use 
of the area for the years to come, I be
lieve special consideration should be 
afforded this area by the designation 
of the San Pedro Riparian Area as a 
National Conservation Area. Under 
the legislation I propose today, the 
San Pedro lands will be managed pri
marily to conserve and protect the ri
parian, wildlife, archaeological, pale
ontological, scientific, cultural, educa
tional, and recreation resources of the 
area. None of the lands will be eligible 
for disposal and the Secretary will be 
directed to work with the public to de
velop a long-term management policy 
for the National Conservation Area. 
The Secretary shall have the author
ity to enter into cooperative agree
ments with State and local agencies 
like the Arizona Game and Fish De-

partment, Arizona State Parks and 
private organizations who may have 
special management expertise and 
concern for the preservation of the 
area. Subject to valid existing rights, 
the area will be withdrawn from min
eral entry. Because of the environmen
tal importance of this area, a multiple
use advisory council will be established 
to advise and recommend to the Secre
tary of the Interior the appropriate 
practices for the development and im
plementation of the management plan 
for this area. Also, because there have 
been concerns about the BLM's ability 
to sufficiently manage and protect 
this area under the designation of a 
National Conservation Area, I have in
cluded a provision which requires the 
Secretary of the Interior to submit a 
report to the appropriate committees 
of the House and the Senate within 5 
years of the date of enactment of the 
act and every 10 years thereafter, on 
the implementation of the terms of 
the act. That report is to include a de
tailed statement on the condition of 
the resources and the BLM's ability to 
achieve the management objectives 
outlined in the bill. 

Mr. President, through the initiative 
taken by Dean Bibles of the BLM and 
through the permanent management 
authority offered to the San Pedro 
area in this legislation, a unique area 
of diverse resources, breathtaking 
beauty, and historic values will be pre
served and protected for all Americans 
to enjoy for the years to come. The co
operation and continued work by ex
perts and citizens in Arizona, working 
with the BLM, will assure this goal. 

In order to adopt a permanent man
agement plan for this important area 
this year, it is my hope that the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com
mittee will take expeditious action on 
this measure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.2442 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. ESTABLISHMENT OF CONSERVATION 

AREA. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-( 1) There is hereby 

established the San Pedro Riparian Nation
al Conservation Area <in this Act referred to 
as the "conservation area"). 

(2) The conservation area shall-
<A> consist of Federal lands acquired by 

exchange or purchase; and 
<B> be managed by the Secretary of the 

Interior, acting through the Bureau of Land 
Management, <in this Act referred to as the 
"Secretary") in accordance with the provi
sions of this Act. 

<3> The conservation area shall not cover 
more than 60,000 acres. 

(b) BOUNDARIES.-Lands to be included in 
the conservation area are generally depicted 
on a map entitled "Boundary Map, San 

Pedro Riparian National Conservation 
Area", and 51 Fed. Reg. 8715, which togeth
er with a legal description, ref. A21410, shall 
be on file and available for public inspection 
in the offices of the Secretary of the Interi
or, Washington, DC, and in appropriate 
State and local offices of the Bureau of 
Land Management in the State of Arizona. 
The Secretary shall finalize the boundaries 
of the conservation area no later than 5 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 2. MANAGEMENT OF CONSERVATION AREA. 

<a> MANAGEMENT.-The Secretary shall 
manage the conservation area-

< 1) in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act, and where not inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Act, the principles of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C., 1701 et seq.); and 

<2> in a manner that conserves, protects, 
and enhances the riparian, wildlife, archae
ological, paleontological, scientific, cultural, 
educational, and recreation resources of the 
conservation area. 

(b) OTHER USES.-The Secretary may 
allow uses other than those specified in sub
section <a> if he can show that such uses will 
have no significant adverse effects on the 
primary purposes for which the conserva
tion area is established. 

(C) No DISPOSITION OF LANDS WITHIN CON
SERVATION AREA.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, lands within the con
servation area shall not be available for dis
position, except through exchange to im
prove boundaries. 
SEC. 3. MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

(a) DEVELOPMENT OF Pl.AN.-No later than 
two years after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall develop a plan 
for the comprehensive and long-term man
agement, development, and protection of 
the conservation area. The plan shall be de
veloped with full opportunity for public par
ticipation and comment, and shall contain 
provisions designed to assure protection of 
the riparian, wildlife, archaeological, pale
ontological, scientific, cultural, and recrea
tion resources and values of the conserva
tion area. 

(b) USE OF CONSERVATION AREA.-The plan 
developed pursuant to subsection <a> shall 
generally provide for visitor use of the con
servation area. Notwithstanding the preced
ing sentence, the Secretary may limit visitor 
use, close portions of the conservation area 
to public use, or allow use of the conserva
tion area by permit only <to be issued by 
him with appropriate conditions) in order to 
insure protection of the conservation area's 
resources and values and provided in this 
Act. 

(C) RESEARCH IN CONSERVATION AREA.-In 
order to assist in the development of appro
priate management strategies for the con
servation area, the Secretary may authorize 
research on matters including the environ
mental, biological, hydrological, and cultur
al resources in the conservation area. 

<d> PRIVATE MA:NAGEMENT.-The Secretary 
may enter into cooperative agreements with 
appropriate State and local agencies or pri
vate organizations for the management of 
any portion of the conservation area in ac
cordance with land use plans for the conser
vation area developed pursuant to the provi
sions of this Act. 
SEC. 4. MULTIPLE USE ADVISORY COUNCIL. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall estab
lish a Multiple Use Advisory Council which 
shall advise and recommend to the Secre
tary appropriate management practices to 
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implement the provisions of the land use 
plan and the purposes of this Act. The 
members of the council shall be appointed 
by the Secretary and shall include repre
sentatives from Cochise County. 
SEC. 5. GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

(a) WITHDRAW FROM MINING.-SUbject to 
valid existing rights, the lands described in 
section 1 are hereby withdrawn from all 
forms of appropriation under the public 
land laws, including mining and mineral 
leasing laws and the Geothermal Leasing 
Act. 

(b) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary is au
thorized to issue regulations necessary to 
implement the provisions of this Act. 

(C) VIOLATIONS OF ACT.-Any person who 
violates any provision of this Act or other 
regulations issued by the Secretary to im
plement this Act shall be subject to a fine of 
up to $10,000, or to imprisonment for up to 
one year, or both. 

(d) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.-The Secre
tary may enter into cooperative agreements 
with appropriate State and local agencies 
for enforcement of the provisions of this 
Act and regulations issued pursuant to it. 

(e) ENDANGERED SPECIES AcT.-Nothing in 
this Act shall supersede or otherwise affect 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 <16 
U.S.C. 1530 et seq.). 

(f) ACQUISITION OF LANDS.-Nothing in 
this Act shall affect State or private inhold
ings within the boundaries of the conserva
tion area as described by the Secretary 
except as they may be acquired by exchange 
or purchase but not by condemnation. 
SEC. 6. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

No later than 5 years after the date of en
actment of this Act and every 10 years 
thereafter, the Secretary shall furnish to 
the appropriate committees of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate, a report on 
the implementation of this Act. Such report 
shall include a detailed statement on the 
condition of the resources within the con
servation area and the Bureau of Land Man
agement's ability to achieve the manage
ment goals specified under this Act. 
SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION. 

There are hereby authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

By Mr. DOLE (for Mrs. HAW
KINS, for herself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 2443. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise the au
thorities of, and redesignate, the Alco
hol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 
Administration; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH 
AMENDMENTS 

<Mr. DOLE submitted the following 
statement on behalf of Mrs. HAW
KINS.) 
e Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 
today, I am introducing with my col
league from Utah, Senator HATCH, leg
islation reauthorizing the National In
stitute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol
ism [NIAAAl and the National Insti
tute on Drug Abuse [NIDAl. 

This bill seeks to reauthorize these 
Institutes for 5 years. Funding for the 
fiscal year 1987: NIDA, $83 million and 
NIAAA, $69 million. Such sums as 
would be necessary would be author
ized each year thereafter. 

TEENAGE SUICIDE 
In the area of prevention, this bill 

would require triannual prevention re
ports. It would also ask the Secretary 
to present a report to Congress in Jan
uary 1988 and every 3 years thereafter 
on suicide among young people. The 
report on teen suicide would be over
seen by the Secretary and the Secre
tary's Task Force on Youth Suicide 
and would be coordinated throughout 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

Mr. President, in our Nation today, 
the life expectancy of every age group 
is up. Those of us who are lucky will 
live well beyond our 80 birthdays. But 
tragically, there is one age group 
where this is not the case-young 
people, 15 to 24. An alarming veil of 
despair seems to have gripped many in 
this most vulnerable and precious age 
group and they are succumbing as 
never before. We need to know what it 
is that is driving this tragic increase in 
teenage suicide if we are to stop it. 
And stop it we must because these 
young people are the leaders of tomor
row. 

NAMECHANGEFORADAMHA 
Currently, the National Institute on 

Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism and the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse and 
the National Institute on Mental 
Health, represent the premiere sub
stance abuse research efforts in this 
country. Because the function of these 
Institutes is primarily for research 
purposes, this legislation recommends 
that a title change for the Alcohol, 
Drug Abuse and Mental Health Ad
ministration [ADAMHAl which cur
rently administers these Institutes. 
Should this provision be enacted, 
ADAMHA would be become the Na
tional Institutes on Alcohol, Drugs, 
and Mental Health. This would in no 
way change the current jurisdiction or 
function of ADAMHA. 

TELEVISION COMMERCIALS ON SMOKING AND 
PREGNANCY 

In 1986, lung cancer will become the 
No. 1 cause of cancer death among 
women. Additionally, rising numbers 
of women who smoke are falling 
victim to heart attacks and strokes. 
Pregnant women who smoke may pose 
serious health risks for their unborn 
children. Yet the Federal Trade Com
mission has found that less than 50 
percent of women are aware of the 
health risks of smoking during preg
nancy. For this reason, Mr. President, 
this legislation would ask the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services to 
prepare announcements for television 
on the health risks to women which 
result from cigarette smoking. 

ALCOHOL CONTENT LABELING 
Currently Federal law requires the 

labeling of alcohol content for most 
wines and all distilled spirits. Yet per
haps the most popular drink among 
our young people, beer, is excluded 
from this requirement. This legislation 

would assure that consumers of "malt 
beverages" be informed as to the alco
hol content of such beverages. This 
provision would simply provide equal 
treatment regarding the labeling of al
cohol content for both "malt bever
ages" and for distilled spirits. 

Mr. President, I have long advocated 
content labeling on food products. I 
held hearings where we discussed the 
need to let consumers know how much 
salt and fat there was in the food they 
eat. This legislation is similar. Con
sumers must be given every opportuni
ty to know just what it is they are con
suming. 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 
This legislation would also seek to 

recodify under title V all of the mental 
health components of the Public 
Health Service Act which currently 
exist under title III. This is simply a 
recodification effort and in no way 
changes any authority of the National 
Institute on Mental Health or 
ADAMHA. 

Additional changes in current law 
which this legislation proposes in
clude: 

Flexibility would be allowed in cases 
of national public health emergencies 
thereby allowing NIDA and NIAAA to 
better cope, as they were asked to this 
year, with the horrifying AIDS epi
demic. This will also allow NIDA, in 
particular to move rapidly in response 
to designer drugs. 

Animal research standards currently 
applicable for the National Institutes 
on Health would apply to ADAMHA. 

The Institutes would be allowed to 
use volunteers for tasks such as feed
ing research animals. 

The advisory councils which oversee 
grant applications for each of the In
stitutes would consist of nine members 
from the scientific community and 
three members from the public sector, 
including one individual representing 
public relations. 

The effectiveness of these Institutes 
is vital to the social and economic 
health of this Nation and our chil
dren's children. Only if they are given 
the tools for prevention, education, 
and research will they be equipped for 
the war against drug abuse.e 

By Mr. STAFFORD <for Mrs. 
HAWKINS, for herself, Mr. 
STAFFORD, Mr. HATCH, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SIMON, Mr. 
Donn, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
WEICKER, Mr. BYRD, and Mr. 
ANDREWS): 

S. 2444. A bill to reauthorize the 
Head Start Act, the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Act of 1981, the 
Community Services Block Grant Act, 
the Dependent Care State Grant Pro
gram, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 
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HUMAN SERVICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
am introducing for Senator HAWKINS 
the Human Services Reauthorization 
Act of 1986 to provide for the reau
thorization of four very vital human 
service programs, Head Start, Low
Income Home Energy Assistance, 
Community Services Block Grant, and 
the Dependent Care Services Program. 
We are joined in this effort by our 
fellow Senators, Mr. HATCH, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. RIEGLE, 
Mr. PELL, Mr. SIMON, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
WEICKER, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. AN
DREWS. 

The bill provides for a 4-year reau
thorization of four programs that 
serve our low-income and elderly citi
zens. We provide for very modest 
growth in the program over the next 4 
years even though we are painfully 
aware the need far outstrips the cur
rent level of appropriations for the 
programs. 

The bill authorizes the Head Start 
Program for $1,130,540,000 for fiscal 
year 1987. This is a 4-percent increase 
over the fiscal year 1986 appropriation 
level pre-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
March 1 cuts. In fiscal years 1988-90, 
the authorization level would increase 
by 4 percent each year. 

The Low-Income Home Energy As
sistance Program would be authorized 
at $2,163 million for fiscal year 1987. 
This is a 3-percent increase over the 
fiscal year 1986 appropriation level 
pre-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts. 
The Energy Program would grow at a 
3-percent rate for the next 3 fiscal 
years authorized. 

The Low-Income Home Energy Pro
gram section of the bill also provides 
additional language to further clarify 
the income disregard provisions of the 
law. 

The Community Services Block 
Grant authorization is set at 
$381,409,000 for fiscal year 1987. This 
is a 3-percent increase over the fiscal 
year 1986 authorization level prior to 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts. 
The authorization levels are increased 
by 3 percent for the 3 additional years 
in the bill. 

Last but not least the bill reauthor
izes the Dependant Care Services Pro
gram at $20 million for fiscal year 1987 
and the 2 succeeding fiscal years. In 
addition, the bill contains many of the 
recommendations from the extensive 
hearing held by Senator HAWKINS on 
reauthorization of these programs. 
Under Senator HAWKINS sponsorship, 
this bill will make further improve
ment in the delivery of human services 
to our elderly and low-income Ameri
cans. 

Mr. President, the continuation of 
these important programs is needed to 
meet some of the needs of elderly and 
low-income Americans, and I ask my 
fellow Senators' support for this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill, and the 
section-by-section analysis be printed 
in the RECORD at the end of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2444 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Human Services 
Reauthorization Act of 1986". 
TITLE I-THE HEAD START PROGRAM 

REAUTHORIZATION 
SEc. 101. Section 639 of the Head Start 

Act (42 U.S.C. 9834) <hereafter in this title 
referred to as the "Act") is amended to read 
as follows: 

" AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEc. 639. There are authorized to be ap

propriated for carrying out the provisions of 
this subchapter $1,130,542,000 for fiscal 
year 1987, $1,175,764,000 for fiscal year 
1988, $1,222,795,000 for fiscal year 1989, and 
$1,271,717,000 for fiscal year 1990.". 

ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS 
SEc. 102. <a> INDIAN AND MIGRANT PRo

GRAMs.-Section 640<a><2><A> of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"<A> Indian and migrant Head Start pro
grams and services for handicapped chil
dren, except that there shall be made avail
able for use by Indian and migrant Head 
Start programs, on a nationwide basis, 71fi o 
percent of the total amount of funds avail
able for this subchapter during such fiscal 
year;". 

(b) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.
The second sentence of section 640(a)(2) of 
the Act is amended to read as follows: "In 
any fiscal year in which the appropriation 
for which the program authorized by this 
subchapter is less than the amount appro
priated for fiscal year 1984, the minimum 
reservation contained in clause <C> of this 
paragraph shall not apply and the amount 
reserved for training and technical assist
ance activities described in such clause <C> 
shall be 3 percent of the total amount avail
able during such fiscal year for this sub
chapter.". 

COORDINATION 
SEc. 103. Section 642<c> of the Act is 

amended by inserting before "programs" 
the following: "State and local". 

PARTICIPATION IN HEAD START PROGRAMS 
SEc. 104. Section 645(a) of the Act is 

amended by striking out "1986" and by in
serting "1990". 

TITLE II-THE DEPENDENT CARE 
STATE GRANT PROGRAM 

REAUTHORIZATION 
SEc. 201. Section 670A of the Omnibus 

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 <42 U.S.C. 
9871) <hereafter in this title referred to as 
the " Act"), relating to grants to States for 
planning and development of dependent 
care programs, and for other purposes, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEc. 670A. For the purpose of allotments 

to States to carry out the activities de
scribed in section 670D, there are author
ized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1987 and for each of the two suc
ceeding fiscal years.". 

AMENDMENTS ON DEPENDENT CARE SERVICES 
INFORMATION; LICENSING 

SEC. 202. (a) DEPENDENT CARE SERVICES IN
FORMATION.-Subsection (a) of section 670D 
of the Act is amended-

(1) by inserting "0)" after the subsection 
designation; 

<2> by striking out "shall" in the second 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof 
"may"; 

(3) by redesignating clauses (1), (2), (3), 
(4), (5), (6), and <7) in the second sentence 
as clauses CA), CB), (C), CD), CE), (F), and 
CG), respectively; and 

(4) by striking out the third sentence and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(2) The State, with respect to the uses of 
funds described in paragraph < 1) of this sub
section shall-

"(A) provide assurances that no informa
tion will be included with respect to any de
pendent care services which are not provid
ed in compliance with the laws of the State 
and localities in which such services are pro
vided; and 

"(B) provide assurances that the informa
tion provided will be the latest information 
available and will be kept up to date.". 

(b) SCHOOL-AGE CHILD CARE SERVICES.-(1) 
Section 670D(b)(l) of the Act is amended by 
striking out "where school facilities are not 
available". 

(2) Section 670D(b)(2)(E) of the Act is 
amended by inserting before "licensing 
laws" the following: "child care". 

SCHOOL-AGE CHILD DEFINITION 
SEc. 203. Section 670GC7) of the Act is 

amended by inserting before the semicolon 
a comma and the following: "except that in 
any State which by State law children at an 
earlier age are provided free public educa
tion, the age provided in State law shall be 
substituted for age five". 

I 
SHORT TITLE 

SEc. 204. Chapter 8 of title VI of the Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 

"SHORT TITLE 
"SEc. 670H. This subchapter may be cited 

as the 'State Dependent Care Development 
Grants Act'.". 

TITLE III-LOW-INCOME HOME 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

REAUTHORIZATION 
SEc. 301. Section 2602(b) of the Low

Income Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 
<42 U.S.C. 862l<b)) <hereafter in this title 
referred to as the "Act") is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(b) There is authorized to be appropri
ated to carry out the provisions of this title, 
$2,163,000,000 for the fiscal year 1987, 
$2,227,890,000 for the fiscal year 1988, 
$2,294,726,000 for the fiscal year 1989, and 
$2,363,567,000 for the fiscal year 1990.". 

ADMINISTRATION OF ENERGY CRISIS 
INTERVENTION PROGRAM 

SEc. 302. Section 2604(c) of the Act is 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the 
following: "Such entities shall include com
munity-based organizations <such as agen
cies on aging or community action pro
grams)." . 

CALCULATION OF GRANTS TO INDIAN TRIBES 
SEc. 303. Section 2604Cd)(2) of the Act is 

amended-
(1) by striking out "in such State with re

spect to which a determination under this 
subsection is made" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "and residing within the State on 
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the reservation of the tribes or on trust 
lands adjacent to such reservation"; 

<2> by inserting before the period at the 
end of such section a comma and the follow
ing: "or such greater amount as the Indian 
tribe and the State may agree upon"; and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing: "In cases where a tribe has no reser
vation, the Secretary, in consultation with 
the tribe and the State, shall define the 
number of Indian households for the deter
mination under this paragraph.". 

APPLICATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 304. (a) STATE PROCEDURES.-Section 

2605<b><5> of the Act is amended-
(!) by striking out ", in a manner consist

ent with the efficient and timely payment 
of benefits,"; and 

<2> by inserting after "size" a comma and 
the following: "assure that the neediest 
households receive the maximum assistance, 
and provide timely and efficient payment of 
benefits". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.-Section 
2605(b) of the Act is amended-

(!) by striking out clauses (14), (15), and 
(16); 

(2) by inserting "and" at the end of clause 
<13>; and 

<3> by redesignating clause <17> as clause 
(14). 

CONTENTS OF STATE PLAN 
SEc. 305. Section 2605<c><l> of the Act is 

amended by striking out clauses <A> 
through <E> and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"<A> describes the eligibility requirements 
to be used by the State for each type of as
sistance to be provided under this title, in
cluding criteria for designating an emergen
cy under section 2604<c>; 

"(B) describes the benefit levels to be used 
by the States for each type of assistance in
cluding assistance to be provided for emer
gency crisis intervention and for weatheriza
tion and other energy-related home repair; 

"(C) contains estimates of the amount of 
funds the State will use for each of the pro
grams under such plan and describes the al
ternative use of funds reserved under sec
tion 2504<c> in the event any portion of the 
amount so reserved is not expended for 
emergencies; 

"(D) describes weatherization and other 
energy-related home repair the State will 
provide under subsection <k>; 

"<E> describes how the State will carry out 
assurances in clauses <3>, <4>, (5), (6), <7>. (8), 
(10), (12), and (13) of subsection <b>; and 

"(F) contains any other information deter
mined by the Secretary to be appropriate 
for purposes of this title.". 
CONSISTENT TREATMENT OF ENERGY ASSISTANCE 

PAYMENTS 
SEc. 306. <a> TREATMENT OF PAYM.ENTS.

Section 2605(f> of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
8624({)) is amended-

(!) by inserting "(1)" after the subsection 
designation; 

<2> by striking out "provided to" and in
serting in lieu thereof "provided directly to, 
or indirectly for the benefit of,"; and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"<2> In carrying out the provisions of 
paragraph < 1 ), for purposes of determining 
any excess shelter expense deduction under 
section 5<e> of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
<7 U.S.C. 2014<e»-

"<A> the full amount of such payments or 
allowances shall be deemed to be expended 
by such household for heating or cooling ex
penses, without regard to whether such pay-

ments or allowances are provided directly 
to, or indirectly for the benefit of, such 
household; and 

"<B> no distinction may be made among 
households on the basis of whether such 
payments or allowances are provided direct
ly to, or indirectly for the benefit of, any of 
such households.". 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall become effective 
on October 1, 1986, or on the date of the en
actment of this Act, whichever is later. 

TITLE IV -COMMUNITY SERVICES 
BLOCK GRANT 
REAUTHORIZATION 

SEC. 401. (a) GENERAL AUTHORIZATION.
Section 672<b> of the Community Services 
Block Grant Act <42 U.S.C. 9901) (hereafter 
in this title referred to as the "Act") is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: "There is author
ized to be appropriated $381,409,000 for the 
fiscal year 1987, $392,851,000 for the fiscal 
year 1988, $404,636,000 for the fiscal year 
1989, and $416,775,000 for the fiscal year 
1990, to carry out the provisions of this sub
title.". 

(b) COMMUNITY FOOD AND NUTRITION.
Section 681A<b> of the Act is amended by 
striking out "1985 and 1986" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "1987, 1988, and 1989". 

DEFINITION; ELIGIBLE ENTITY 
SEc. 402. The first sentence of section 673 

of the Act is amended by inserting after 
"1981" a comma and the following: "or 
which came into existence during fiscal year 
1982 as a direct successor in interest to such 
a community action agency or community 
action program and meets all the require
ments under section 675<c><3> of this Act 
with respect to the composition of the 
board.". 

REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 403. (a) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.-Sec

tion 675<c)(5) of the Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(5) provide assurances that the State 
may transfer funds, but not to exceed 5 per
cent of its allotment under section 674, to 
increase the level of assistance otherwise 
available to eligible entities under this sub
title, to support services under the Older 
Americans Act of 1965, the Head Start pro
gram under subchapter B of chapter 8 of 
subtitle A of this title, the energy crisis 
intervention program under title 26 of this 
Act <relating to low-income home energy as
sistance), or the Temporary Emergency 
Food Assistance Act of 1983, or to provide 
assistance for State awarded discretionary 
grants to contribute to the goals of this sub
chapter to address the causes of poverty, 
except that the State may not transfer any 
funds which would diminish the require
ment of the State under clause <2><A> of 
this subsection;". 

(b) TERMINATION PROCEDURES.-(!) Section 
675<c><11> of the Act is amended by insert
ing after "subject to" the following: "the 
procedures and". 

(2) Section 676A of the Act is amended
<A> by redesignating the section as subsec

tion (b), and 
<B> by inserting before the redesignated 

subsection (b) the following: 
"SEc. 676A. (a) Whenever a State violates 

the assurances contained in section 
675<c><ll> and terminates the funding of a 
community action agency or migrant and 
seasonal farmworker organization prior to 
the completion of the State's hearing and 
the Secretary's review as required in section 
679 of this Act, the Secretary shall assume 

responsibility for providing financial assist
ance to the community action agency or mi
grant and seasonal farmworker organization 
affected.". 

<3> Section 676A of the Act, as amended 
by this subsection, is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"<c> The Secretary shall conduct the 
review through the Office of Community 
Services, which shall promptly conduct such 
review and issue a written determination to
gether with the reasons of the Secretary 
therefor.". 

<4> The heading of section 676A of the Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

"PROCEDURES FOR A REVIEW OF TERMINATION 
OF FUNDING". 

(C) REPEAL OF EXECUTED PROVISION.-The 
last sentence of section 675(c) is repealed. 

FISCAL EVALUATIONS 
SEC. 404. (a) GENERAL RULE.-Section 

679(b)(l) of the Act is amended-
(!) by inserting "evaluations and" after 

"fiscal year"; 
<2> by adding before the period at the end 

thereof a comma and the following: "andes
pecially with respect to compliance with sec
tions 672(a), 675<b>, and <c><l> through 
<11>"; and 

<3> by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new sentences: "Such evaluation 
shall include identifying the impact that as
sistance furnished under this subtitle has on 
children, homeless families, and the elderly 
poor. A report of the evaluation, together 
with recommendations of improvements de
signed to enhance the benefit and impact to 
people in need, will be sent to each State 
evaluated. Upon receiving the report the 
State will then submit a plan of action in re
sponse to the recommendation contained in 
the report. The results of such evaluation 
shall be submitted annually to the Chair
man of the Committee on Education and 
Labor of the House of Representatives and 
the Chairman of the Committee of Labor 
and Human Resources of the Senate.". 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
675<D is repealed. 

DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY 
SEc. 405. (a) GENERAL RULE.-<1) The 

matter preceding clause < 1> of section 681<a> 
of the Act is amended-

<A> by striking out "is authorized, either 
directly or through" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "is authorized to make"; and 

<B> by inserting before "contracts" the 
following: "to enter into". 

(2) Section 681<a><l> of the Act is amend
ed by inserting before the semicolon a 
comma and the following: "including na
tional conferences, newsletters, and collec
tion and dissemination of data about pro
grams and projects assisted under this sub
title". 

<3> Section 681<a><2><A> of the Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

"<A> special programs of assistance, 
awarded on a competitive basis, to private, 
locally initiated, nonprofit community de
velopment corporations, <or affiliates of 
such corporations> governed by a board con
sisting of residents of the community and 
business and civic leaders, which sponsor en
terprises providing employment and busi
ness development opportunities for low
income residents of the community designed 
to increase business and employment oppor
tunities in the community;". 

(4) Section 68l<a><2><B> of the Act is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
the following: "except that loans to borrow-
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ers made after the date of enactment of the 
Food Security Act of 1985 and prior to the 
date of enactment of the Human Services 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 shall be trans
ferred to and administered by the Secretary 
of Agriculture subject to the provisions of 
the Food Security Act of 1985". 

(5) Section 681(a)(2)(D) of the Act is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon 
a comma and the following: "with special 
priority to rural community assistance pro
grams". 

(b) NATIONAL CONFERENCE PR.OVISIONS.
Section 681 of the Act is amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (d); and 

(2) by adding after subsection <a> the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(b)(l) The Secretary shall appoint an Ad
visory Panel consisting of nine members 
which shall be convened to develop and 
hold a national conference designed to pro
mote a full exchange of information on past 
approaches to the problems of poverty in 
the formulation of innovative plans for 
future methods of attacking the causes of 
poverty and the encouragement of self -suf
ficiency of the poor in the United States. 

"(2) The membership of the Advisory 
Panel shall consist of-

"<A> three members elected by the direc
tors of eligible entities receiving assistance 
under this subtitle; 

"(B) two representatives selected by the 
National Association of State Community 
Service Programs; 

"(C) one member of the Office of Commu
nity Services appointed by the Secretary; 

"(D) one member appointed by the Secre
tary; and 

"(E) two members elected by the members 
of the panel described in clauses <A> 
through <D> before the first meeting of the 
Advisory Panel. 
The two members of the Advisory Panel se
lected under clause <E> shall represent non
profit eleemosynary organizations, members 
of academic community, or charitable foun
dations, and have a history of involvement 
in self-sufficiency programs for the poor, 
the elimination of the causes of poverty, or 
the study of the underpinnings of poverty. 

"(3) The Secretary shall from amounts ap
propriated for administrative expenses for 
the Department, reserve $100,000 to carry 
out the provisions of this subsection. 

"(c)(l) The final reports on projects com
pleted with assistance made under this sec
tion to be summarized and presented annu
ally to the Chairman of the Committee on 
Education and Labor of the House of Repre
sentatives r..nd the Chairman of the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources of 
the Senate. The report shall contain a list 
of grantees who have received funds under 
this section outside of the competitive 
process. 

"(2) The Secretary shall, at the end of 
each fiscal year, prepare and distribute a 
catalog listing all the projects assisted under 
clause <A> of subsection <a><2> in that year. 
The catalog shall include-

"(A) a description of each project; 
"(B) an identification of the agency re

ceiving the award, including the name and 
address of the principal investigator; 

"(C) a description of the project objec
tives; and 

"(D) a statement of the accomplishments 
of the project.". 

DEMONSTRATION PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENTS 
ADDRESSING THE NEEDS OF THE POOR 

SEc. 406. <a> GENERAL AuTHORITY.-<1> In 
order to provide for the self-sufficiency of 

the Nation's poor, the Secretary may make 
grants from funds appropriated pursuant to 
subsection (e) to eligible entities for the de
velopment and implementation of new and 
innovative approaches to deal with particu
'arly critical needs or problems of the poor 

which are common to a number of commu-
nities. Grants may be made only with re
spect to applications which-

<A> involve activities which can be incor
porated into or be closely coordinated with 
eligible entities' ongoing programs; 

<B> involve significant new combinations 
of resources or new and innovative ap
proaches involving partnership agreements; 
or 

<C> are structured in a way that will, 
within the limits of the type of assistance or 
activities contemplated, most fully and ef
fectively promote the purposes of the Com
munity Services Block Grant Act. 

(2) No grant may be made under this sec
tion unless an application is submitted to 
the Secretary at such time, in such manner, 
and containing or accompanied by such in
formation, as the Secretary may require. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE; LIMITATIONS.-(!) 
Grants awarded pursuant to this section 
shall be used for new programs and shall 
not exceed 50 per centum of the cost of 
such new programs. 

<2> Non-Federal contributions may be in 
cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, including 
but not limited to plant, equipment, or serv
ices. 

(3) No more than one grant may be made 
to any eligible entity and no grant may 
exceed $250,000. 

(4) No application may be approved for as
sistance under this section unless the Secre
tary is satisfied that-

<A> the activities to be carried out under 
the application will be in addition to, and 
not in substitution for, activities previously 
carried on without Federal assistance; and 

<B> funds or other resources devoted to 
programs designed to meet the needs of the 
poor within the community, area, or State 
will not be diminished in order to provide 
the matching contributions required under 
this section. 

(C) DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS.-As SOOn 
as practicable, but no later than 90 days 
after the expiration of any grant awarded 
under this section, the Secretary shall pre
pare and make available upon request to 
each State and eligible entity descriptions 
of the demonstration programs assisted 
under this section, any relevant information 
developed and results achieved, so as to pro
vide models for innovative programs to 
other eligible entities. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.-As used in this section, 
the term-

<1> "eligible entity" has the same meaning 
given that term by section 673< 1) of the 
Community Services Block Grant Act; and 

<2> "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 1987, 
1988, and 1989, to carry out this section. 
TITLE V -CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSO-

CIATE SCHOLARSHIP ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 

SHORT TITLE 
SEc. 501. This Act may be cited as the 

"Child Development Associate Scholarship 
Assistance Act of 1985". 

GRANTS AUTHORIZED 
SEc. 502. The Secretary is authorized to 

make a grant for any fiscal year to any 

State rece1vmg a grant under title XX of 
the Social Security Act for such fiscal year 
to enable such State to award scholarships 
to eligible individuals within the State who 
are candidates for the Child Development 
Associate credential. 

APPLICATIONS 
SEC. 503. (a) APPLICATION REQUIRED.-A 

State desiring to participate in the grant 
program established by this title shall 
submit an application to the Secretary in 
such form as the Secretary may require. 

(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.-A State's 
application shall contain appropriate assur
ances that-

(!) scholarship assistance made available 
with funds provided under this title will be 
awarded-

< A> only to eligible individuals, 
<B> on the basis of the financial need of 

such individuals, and 
<C> in amounts sufficient to cover the cost 

of application, assessment, and credential
ing for the Child Development Associate 
credential for such individuals; and 

<2> not more than 10 percent of the funds 
received by the State under this title will be 
used for the costs of administering the pro
gram established in such State to award 
such assistance. 

(C) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.-ln making 
grants under this title, the Secretary shall

< 1 > distribute such grants equitably among 
States in the various regions of the Nation, 
and 

(2) ensure that the needs of rural and 
urban areas are appropriately addressed. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 504. As used in this title-
(!) "eligible individual" means a candidate 

for the Child Development Associate cre
dential whose income does not exceed the 
poverty line, as defined in section 673(2) of 
the Community Services Block Grant Act 
<42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), by more than 50 per
cent; 

(2) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services; 

(3) "State" means each of the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Common
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
the Republic of the Marshall Islands, the 
Federated States of Micronesia, and the Re
public of Palau. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 
SEC. 505. (a) REPORTING.-Each State re

ceiving grants under this title shall annually 
submit to the Secretary information on the 
number of eligible individuals assisted under 
the grant program, and their positions and 
salaries before and after receiving the Child 
Development Associate credential. 

(b) PAYMENTs.-Payments pursuant to 
grants made under this title may be made in 
installments, and in advance or by way of 
reimbursement, with necessary adjustments 
on account of overpayments or underpay
ments, as the Secretary may determine. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
SEc. 506. There are authorized to be ap

propriated $1,500,000 for the fiscal year 
1987 and for each succeeding fiscal year 
ending prior to October 1, 1990, for carrying 
out the provisions of this title. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
The first sentence of the bill provides that 

the Act may be cited as the "Human Serv
ices Reauthorization Act of 1986". 
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TITLE I-HEAD START 

Section 101 reauthorizes Head Start 
through fiscal year 1990: 
1987 ....................................... . 
1988 ....................................... . 
1989 ....................................... . 
1990 ...................................... .. 

$1,130,542,000 
$1,175,764,000 
$1,222,795,000 
$1,271,717,000 

Section 102 eliminates the cost of living 
adjustment for Indian and Migrant Head 
Start programs. It specifies that national 
funding for these programs is to be no less 
than 7.1% of the amount appropriated. This 
section also provides that in years when the 
Head Start appropriations are less than the 
FY 84 appropriation, funding for training 
and technical assistance shall be 3% of the 
appropriation. 

Section 103 specifies that the type of pro
grams Head Start agencies are to coordinate 
with are "state and local." 

Section 104 continues the prohibition 
through 1990, of any change in the method 
the Secretary uses to calculate income used 
to prescribe eligibility for the participation 
of persons in the Head Start program if the 
change would result in any reduction or ex
clusion of persons in the program. 

TITLE II-DEPENDENT CARE STATE GRANT 
PROGRAM 

Section 201 reauthorizes the Dependent 
Care programs at $20,000,000 for fiscal years 
1987-1989. 

Section 202 provides that the specified 
types of information on dependent care 
services to be made available by resource
and-referral systems are optional rather 
than mandatory. It requires states to pro
vide assurances to the Secretary that 

1. The grant funds will not be used to pro
vide information on dependent care services 
that are not in compliance with state and 
local laws 

2. The information provided will be the 
latest available and will be kept up to date. 

The section also eliminates the require
ment that before-and-after-school child care 
programs be provided at community centers 
only where school facilities are not available 
and clarifies that the licensing laws and reg
ulations with which applicants must comply 
are those relating to "child care." 

Section 203 revises the definition of 
school-aged children to include children 
under age five, the younger age to be con
sistent with the age at which each state pro
vides free public education to children. 

Section 204 adds a new section to permit 
the Act to be cited as the "State Dependent 
Care Development Grants Act." 

TITLE III-LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE 

Section 301 authorizes appropriations: 
1987 ........................................ $2,163,000,000 
1988 ........................................ 2,227,890,000 
1989 ........................................ 2,294,726,000 
1990 ........................................ 2,363,567,000 

Section 302 clarifies that for the purposes 
of the Food Stamp Act, LIHEAP payments 
or allowances shall be deemed to be spent 
for heating or cooling expenses. No distinc
tion shall be made regarding whether pay
ments or allowances are provided directly to 
or indirectly for the benefit of any house
hold. Amendments in this section are to 
become effective on date of enactment or 
October 1, 1986, whichever is later. 

Section 303 provides that community
based organizations such as Agencies on 
Aging or Community Action Programs are 
the types of entities which may administer 
the energy programs. 

Section 304 makes two changes in the cri
teria the Secretary must follow in establish-

ing the portion of a state's allotment to be 
sent aside for direct grants to Indian tribes. 
First, the formula would be keyed to the 
number of Indian households <rather than 
only member households of the particular 
tribe making the request) residing on the 
reservation and adjacent trust lands. In 
cases where a tribe has no reservation, the 
Secretary shall define the population after 
consultation with the Indian Tribe and the 
state. The section also allows the Secretary 
to set aside for direct grants to the Indian 
tribes an amount greater than that pro
duced by the statutory formula if that is 
agreed upon by the state and the governing 
organization of the Tribe. 

Section 305 expands the requirements for 
the annual application under Section 
2605(c) to stress that the neediest house
holds receive the maximum assistance 
under LIHEAP. 

Section 306 reorganizes the requirements 
for the annual application under Section 
2605(b) of the Act and the State plan under 
Section 2605<c> of the Act. 

TITLE IV-COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

Section 401 authorizes appropriations: 

1987 ········································ $381,409,000 
1988 ........................................ 392,851,000 
1989 ········································ 404,636,000 
1990 ........................................ 416,775,000 

It also extends authority for appropria
tions for the Community Food and Nutri
tion program through 1989. 

Section 402 expands the definition of eli
gible entity to include programs which came 
into existence in FY82 as a direct successor 
to a community action agency and meets all 
of the board composition requirements of 
section 675(c)(3). 

Section 403(a) requires that the allowed 
transfer of up to 5% of a state's allotment to 
currently specified programs or to provide 
assistance for state-awarded discretionary 
grants is to increase funds otherwise avail
able to eligible entities under the CSBG 
program. It prohibits the transfer of funds 
that would diminish the state's responsibil
ity to pass through 90% of funds to eligible 
entities. 

Section 403(b) establishes procedures 
which the Secretary must follow in review
ing State proposed termination of funding 
to CAAs or migrant and seasonal farmwork
er organizations. These procedures include a 
prompt review and written determination by 
the Office of Community Services. The sec
tion also requires the Secretary to assume 
responsibility for funding the affected eligi
ble entity if a state terminates funding prior 
to the completion of the required state 
hearing and Secretary's review. 

Section 403<c> eliminates the transitional 
provision which had prohibited against or
ganizations receiving funds under the 90% 
pass-through requirement for receiving ad
ditional funds. 

Section 404 combines the required investi
gation and evaluation of compliance re
quirements in the CSBG program. It states 
that such compliance evaluations are to be 
made especially with regard to: Grants to 
states to ameliorate the causes of poverty in 
communities; state public hearings on the 
proposed use and distribution of funds; all 
the 11 agreements required of states in their 
annual application; for their allotment of 
funds. 

Such evaluations are to include the 
impact of funds under this program on chil
dren, homeless families and the elderly 
poor. The Secretary will send recommenda
tions of improvements on how to enhance 

the benefit and impact to people in need to 
each state and the state will then submit a 
plan of action in response to the recommen
dation contained in the report. Evaluation 
results are to be submitted annually to the 
Chairmen of the House Education and 
Labor and Senate Labor and Human Re
sources Committees. 

Section 405(a) in addition to technical 
amendments, authorizes the Secretary to 
fund national conferences, newsletters, and 
the collection and dissemination of data 
about programs and projects funded under 
the CSBG program as part of training ac
tivities authorized under the program. It 
also specifies that Community Development 
Corporations, which are one of the special 
emphasis programs for which funding is au
thorized, are to be governed by a board con
sisting of residents of the community and 
business and civic leaders. In addition, this 
section gives special priority to rural com
munity assistance programs under the spe
cial emphasis program on rural housing and 
community facilities development. 

Section 405(b) directs the Secretary to ap
point an advisory panel to develop and hold 
a national conference to exchange informa
tion on past approaches to the problems of 
poverty and to formulate plans for future 
methods attacking the causes of poverty. 
The Secretary is directed to reserve $100,000 
from administrative expenses to fund this 
conference. This section specifies the com
position of the nine member panel and who 
is to designate each of its members. 

Section 405<c> requires that the Chairman 
of the House Education and Labor, and 
Senate Labor and Human Resources Com
mittees are to be provided annually with a 
summary of final reports on projects assist
ed under the Secretary's discretionary au
thority and a list of grantees who have re
ceived funds under this authority outside of 
the competitive process. This section directs 
the Secretary to compile and make available 
a catalog listing information on the projects 
funded under the discretionary grant pro
gram. 

Section 406 authorizes $10,000,000 each 
for FY 1987-89 for a new program for the 
development and implementation of new 
and innovative approaches to deal with par
ticularly critical needs or programs of the 
poor which are common to a number of 
communities. Grants are to be made only 
for the projects which can be closely coordi
nated with grantees' ongoing programs; in
volve significant new combinations of re
sources of new and innovative approaches 
involving partnership agreements; and will 
effectively promote the purposes of the 
CSBG program. 

The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to eligible entities to pay for no more 
than 50% of the costs of the program, with 
the non-federal share to be in kind or in 
cash. Not more than one grant may be made 
to a single entity, and no grant may exceed 
$250,000. Federal funds are to be for new 
programs; they may not substitute for pro
grams previously carried out without feder
al assistance; and other resources for the 
poor may not be diminished to provide the 
non-federal match required for this pro
gram. 

The Secretary is required to prepare and 
make available upon request to each state 
and eligible entity information on the re
sults of any funded projects not later than 
90 days after the expiration of the grant 
awarded. 
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<Mr. STAFFORD submitted the fol

lowing statement on behalf of Mrs. 
HAWKINS.) 

HUMAN SERVICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT 

e Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing legislation to 
reauthorize four important Federal 
programs, the Head Start Act, the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Act, 
the Dependent Care Program and the 
Community Services Block Grant. 
This legislation, the Human Services 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 is cospon
sored by Senator HATCH, Senator STAF
FORD, Senator DODD, Senator KENNEDY, 
Senator CHAFEE, Senator BYRD, Sena
tor ARMSTRONG, Senator KERRY, Sena
tor WEICKER, Senator RIEGLE, Senator 
PELL, and Senator SIMON. 

This reauthorization legislation is 
based upon the testimony presented 
before my Subcommittee on Children, 
Family, Drugs and Alcoholism and in
corporates provisions that were includ
ed in Senator STAFFORD'S S. 2081 the 
Human Services Reauthorization Act, 
Senator HATCH's S. 2386, the Depend
ent Care Development Reauthoriza
tion Act, and Senator Donn's S. 804, 
the CDA Scholarship Assistance Act. 

HEA.D START 

The Head Start Program is one of 
the most successful of the Federal 
poverty programs. In its 21 year histo
ry it has assisted low-income children 
in getting a head start in life. Head 
Start is not simply a childcare pro
gram. It is a multidisciplinary program 
which monitors the child's medical, 
dental, and mental health develop
ment. 

During our subcommittee's reau
thorization hearing on this program, I 
recited countless examples of success 
stories involving not just Head Start 
children, but Head Start families. I 
placed special emphasis on the family, 
because this program makes a concert
ed effort to involve the family in the 
child's development. Over 63 percent 
of Head Start parents, about 420,000 
last year, volunteer to participate in 
the program, drawing them closer to 
their children and permitting them to 
gain from their child's development. 

As I analyzed the history of this pro
gram and reviewed the testimony 
before my subcommittee, I agree with 
the comments of Senator KERRY, who 
told Dorcas Hardy, the Assistant Sec
retary for Human Development Serv
ices that "I hope we can give you a 
little more money than you asked for." 
That is exactly what this reauthoriza
tion legislation provides for by author
izing $1,130,542,000 in fiscal year 1987 
and providing a 4 percent inflation in
crease in subsequent years. 

The only modifications I am making 
in the Head Start Act are to express 
the funding levels for Indian and Mi
grant Head Start Programs. After re
viewing the salaries of the Indian and 
Migrant Head Start teachers, I have 
determined that they are near parity 

with other Head Start faculty and 
thus I have acted on the administra
tion's recommendation to eliminate 
the cost-of-living adjustment for 
Indian and migrant Head Start teach
ers. Another modification I have made 
is to adjust the training and technical 
assistance in terms of a proportion of 
the total Head Start budget. There
fore, if the appropriations for the 
total program are reduced, the size of 
the programs will remain the same to 
proportion that they have in the past. 

STATE DEPENDENT CARE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS 
ACT 

This legislation also reauthorizes the 
dependent care programs who have 
had a torturous and troubled history, 
despite the fact that the need for 
some type of Federal financial incen
tive for these types of childcare is well 
documented. This section of the 
Human Services Reauthorization Act 
is based on a proposal developed by 
the chairman of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, ORRIN 
HATCH. The legislation would reau
thorize the State Dependent Care De
velopment Grants Act for an addition
al 3 years at an authorized level of $20 
million a year. 

The reauthorization legislation 
amends the act to clarify the assur
ances that the Dependent Care Infor
mation and Referral Program must 
make to the State to be eligible for as
sistance. It inserts the words "child
care" before the licensing require
ments to stress that the School-Aged 
Childcare Program is expected to meet 
all of the licensing requirements ap
propriate for a childcare facility that 
served school-aged children, not the li
censing requirements appropriate for 
a school. And the definition of school
aged child is expanded to take into ac
count those States who provide free 
public education at an age younger 
than 5 years. The act is also amended 
to eliminate the priority given to 
school facilities, thus permitting 
school-based facilities to compete on 
an equal basis with community-based 
school-aged childcare programs for 
these development funds. 

LOW-INCOME HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 

The Low-Income Home Energy As
sistance Program [LIHEAPl affects 
close to 7 million households all across 
our county, but these 7 million repre
sent only one-quarter of the low
income people who are eligible for this 
assistance. 

Despite the growth of this program, 
from $200 million when it began in 
1977, to the $2.1 billion authorized last 
year, States still run out of funds 
before they are able to assist all those 
who need help. The LIHEAP Program 
was designed to provide assistance to 
the poor-the working poor, the 
handicapped poor, the elderly poor 
where it has been established that 
there is a desperate need-often a life 

or death need-for this energy assist
ance. I think it is helpful and encour
aging to point out that LIHEAP pro
grams have become a base on which 
other resources, both financial and 
human have been mobilized. In addi
tion the LIHEAP Program has been a 
catalyst to generate millions of dollars 
of State contributions. 

The reauthorization period has been 
extended to 4 years with a 3 percent 
per year increase included as an infla
tion factor. Multiyear reauthorization 
will help ensure that LIHEAP is ad
ministered smoothly. 

Language has been strengthened to 
reiterate congressional intent that 
LIHEAP benefits are not counted as 
income in determining the eligibility 
or amount of assistance under other 
Federal or State assistance programs. 

The restriction that Indian tribal or
ganizations may serve only members 
of the tribe has been amended. This 
language will allow such organizations 
to extend service under the LIHEAP 
program to Indians and non-Indian 
households in a community. LIHEAP 
has, since its inception, enjoyed bipar
tisan support. I welcome my collea
gues's support of this legislation and I 
look forward to working with them in 
reaffirming this commitment to 
LIHEAP and the poor in America. 

Community based organizations 
such as Agencies on Aging or Commu
nity Action programs are specified as 
eligible entities to administer the 
State's energy crisis program. 

Finally, the reauthorization reorga
nizes the requirements for the annual 
application and State plans under the 
act, eliminating one requirement on 
estimates of energy usage and costs 
and stressing that the neediest house
holds receive the maximum assistance 
under LIHEAP. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

This block grant is one of the most 
effective assaults we have mounted on 
the causes of poverty in our country. 
It is a "boot strap" program that helps 
people help themselves; that creates 
new jobs for the unemployed at half 
the cost of similar programs in the De
partment of Labor; that encourages its 
participants to feel self esteem and 
pride in work well done. 

When we talk of a safety net that 
protects Americans from starvation, 
homelessness, and lack of medical 
care, the Community Service Block 
Grant is an intergral part of that 
safety net. It provides a flexibility and 
immediate emergency assistance in the 
delivery of fiscal assistance that can 
not be provided by the more rigid 
social service programs with their eli
gibility standards and guidelines. I be
lieve that the small amount of money 
in this program provides the all impor
tant knots that hold the strands of 
that safety net together. 
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I am reauthorizing this program be

cause I have found it to be a cost ef
fective way to overcome the problems 
of poverty and to help people become 
self -sufficient, self -supporting citizens. 
As I toured community action agencies 
and reviewed the General Accounting 
Offices' report on the uses of CSBG 
funds, I became very impressed with 
the approach of programs funded 
under CSBG. 

These programs offered a hand, not 
a hand-out. The workers and volun
teers did not simply process the eligi
bility forms for welfare, they took a 
holistic approach to the individuals 
plight. The unemployed individual 
who may have initially come to the 
Community Action Agency for his 
share of free agriculture commodities 
is often guided into job training pro
grams, his Children are enrolled in 
Head Start and he is told of the avail
ability of weatherization funds for his 
home. 

The reauthorization legislation au
thorizes this program for an additional 
4 years at $381,409,000 in fiscal year 
1987 with a 3 percent increase in the 
remaining years. The bill also reau
thorizes the Community Food and Nu
trition Program and authorizes $10 
million for 3 years for a program of in
novative demonstration projects ad
dressing the needs of the poor by pro
moting partnerships between the Fed
eral Government and State and com
munities. I feel that flexibility and in
novative methods of addressing pover
ty are the heart and soul of the Com
munity Services Block Grant and that 
dwindling Federal resources have pre
vented these programs from expand
ing their activities to better reach 
those in need. 

The reauthorization legislation con
tains a number of provisions regulat
ing the process for termination of 
funding of a community action 
agency, so that the needy dependent 
upon these services will not suffer if 
funding is terminated prior to com
plete administrative review. I am con
cerned that services to the needy 
might be disrupted because of political 
disputes. 

I also feel that there is a need to 
clarify what types of projects the Sec
retary is authorized to fund from the 
discretionary fund. The legislation 
mandates an annual report from the 
Secretary to Congress that evaluates 
the impact of CSBG funds on children 
in poverty, homeless families, and the 
elderly poor. These reforms were 
prompted by testimony presented to 
my subcommittee on March 27 which 
indicated disturbing trends in the dis
tribution of the Secretary's discretion
ary funds under the Community Serv
ice Block Grant. 

Testimony presented before my sub
committee indicated that these discre
tionary moneys had been used to fund 
projects outside of the competitive 

process at the expense of programs 
who had been specifically cited in the 
authorizing legislation. Without get
ting into the merits of whether the 
CSBG discretionary funds should be 
allocated to fund the District of Co
lumbia homeless shelter, I am dis
turbed that funds from the CSBG dis
cretionary fund are being diverted 
from projects specifically cited in the 
act and intended by Congress to be 
funded through the Secretary's discre
tionary fund. This action indicated a 
need to clarify the expected uses and 
restrictions on projects funded under 
the Secretary's discretionary author
ity. 

CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOLARSHIP 
ASSISTANCE ACT 

The child development associate cre
dential provides intensive, high-qual
ity training for potential child care 
providers. 

Following their training, these per
sons are assessed in child care settings 
prior to formal certification. Since the 
CDA program was established in 1975, 
nearly 17,000 child care workers have 
received the CDA credential. Thirty
one States and the District of Colum
bia require the CDA as a prerequisite 
for licensure as a childcare provider. 

The Administration for Children, 
Youth and Families at HHS has de
clared it a national goal to have by 
1990 at least one qualified adult who 
has either a degree in early childhood 
education or a CDA credential in every 
Head Start classroom. However, only 
30 percent of the current Head Start 
teachers have such training. This is 
due to the fact that most CDA credi
tial recipients, and most child care 
providers, are low income individuals 
who are seeking the means to gain 
self-sufficiency and avoid welfare de
pendency. The costs associated with 
CDA training and certification have 
soared in recent years, putting the 
program out of reach for some individ
uals. The cost of the certification fee 
alone is $325. 

At the Head Start reauthorization 
hearing before my Subcommittee on 
Children, Family, Drugs and Alcohol
ism, we discussed this problem and the 
legislation sponsored by Senator 
CHRISTOPHER DODD, S. 804, the CDA 
Scholarship Assistance Act. At that 
hearing, Dr. Marilyn M. Smith, execu
tive director of the National Associa
tion for the Education of Young chil
dren testified that although the cost 
of a CDA is very reasonable compared 
with other professional certifications, 
the cost is nonetheless perceived as a 
burden by the individual childcare 
provider. 

Dr. Smith testified in favor of S. 804 
stating that the Child Development 
Associate Scholarship Act will be of 
great assistance to individuals who 
need financial support in applying for 
the credential. High quality child care 
is a commodity in very short supply. 

Given the shortage of credentialed 
daycare providers, many parents find 
themselves tom between two unattrac
tive options; leaving the workforce and 
possibly relying on government 
income assistance, or placing the child 
with a potentially unqualified care 
provider. I support Senator DODD's leg
islation to improve this situation and I 
am delighted to incorporate it into 
this legislation.• 
e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to be an original sponsor of the 
Human Services Rauthorization Act of 
1986. This legislation includes under a 
separate title the Child Development 
Associate Scholarship Assistance Act, 
a bill I introduced last year to provide 
scholarships for child-care workers 
seeking on-the-job training along with 
a professional credential. I wish to 
thank Senator HAWKINS, chair of the 
Subcommittee on Children, Family, 
Drugs, and Alcoholism on which I 
serve as ranking minority, for agreeing 
to include my bill, S. 804, as a part of 
this legislation. 

I am also pleased to join Senators 
HAWKINS, HATCH, STAFFORD, PELL, and 
RIEGLE in sponsoring this reauthoriza
tion of the Head Start, Dependent 
Care Block Grant, Community Service 
Block Grant, and Low Income Energy 
Programs. These four programs are 
critical to the health, education, and 
welfare of millions of children and 
families at risk in this country. This 
legislative package would reauthorize 
these important human services pro
grams for 4 years, providing for a 4-
percent increase in Head Start, a 3-
percent increase in community serv
ices and energy assistance, and level 
funding for child development associ
ate scholarships, afterschool care and 
resource and referral programs, and 
community food and nutrition pro
grams. 

THE CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE 
SCHOLARSHIP ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

As founder and cochairman of the 
Senate children's caucus, I can attest 
to the skyrocketing demand for qual
ity, affordable child care in this coun
try. At the first children's caucus 
policy forum in June of 1983, we 
learned that as many as 15 million 
children between the ages of 5 and 12 
lack any adult supervision after school 
because their parents must work. That 
estimate does not include the millions 
of preschool-age children with parents 
in the labor force who need child-care 
services. 

One sure way to improve the quality 
of child care in this country is to im
prove the skills and performance of 
child-care workers. The child develop
ment associate scholarship title of this 
omnibus reauthorization will provide 
eligible child-care staff with training 
scholarships to perfect their skills 
through the Child Development Asso-
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ciate [COAl Assessment and Creden
tialing Program. 

Mr. President, the Child Develop
ment Associate National Credentialing 
Program provides performance-based 
training for child-care providers. The 
training focuses on 13 core areas, es
sential building blocks of quality child 
care. Caregivers must provide the chil
dren under their supervision with safe, 
danger-free environments which pro
mote healthy physical development. 
CDA candidates must know how to 
create good learning environments for 
children to encourage the develop
ment of cognitive and communications 
skills. Emphasis is placed on activities 
which will stimulate children to ex
press themselves creatively and assist 
them to gain self -esteem. Candidates 
must be able to help children get 
along with each other and adults. 
Caregivers also must maintain open 
and informative relationships with 
each child's family, thereby encourag
ing full parental involvement. Last but 
not least, candidates are expected to 
become effective managers of child
care programs who will continue to 
seek new ways to improve the care of 
children in their charge. 

Before a CDA credential is awarded, 
all candidates are assessed on the basis 
of their performance in a child-care 
setting. A local CDA assessment team 
both observes the candidate as she 
works with the children in her care 
and asks the parents of such children 
for their appraisals of her perform
ance. Candidates themselves are also 
encouraged to play a role in the assess
ment process by providing dossiers of 
their accomplishments and participat
ing in the local team's discussions. 

The CDA credential is the only na
tional credential formally certifying 
professional child-care skills. The first 
CDA credential was awarded on July 
24, 1975. To date, more than 15,000 
child-care workers have received the 
CDA credential. And, some States and 
the District of Columbia have made 
the CDA credential a part of their 
child-care licensing requirements. We 
are very much indebted to Prof. Ed 
Zigler of Yale University who estab
lished the CDA Credentialing Pro
gram over a decade ago during his 
tenure as Director of the Office of 
Child Development in the then De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

The overwhelming majority of child
care workers are women who work ex
ceedingly long hours for very little 
pay. Close to 90 percent of all family 
day-care providers, for example, earn 
less than the minimum wage. Yet such 
work provides an income for many 
women who would otherwise be de
pendent on the Aid for Dependent 
Children [A.F'DCl Program. Just as im
portantly, child-care workers make it 
possible for other mothers to enter 

the work force and gain self-sufficien
cy. 

The CDA credential allows child
care workers to gain professional 
status and often to improve their sala
ries and benefits. Yet CDA candidates 
are now faced with over a 100-percent 
increase in the fee they must pay to be 
certified, from $35 to $325. Given the 
extremely low salaries of most child
care workers, such high fees could 
force many of them to forgo training 
and subsequent CDA certification. 

The child development associate 
scholarship title will provide low
income child-care workers with schol
arships to enable them to obtain CDA 
training and credentialing. The cost of 
my proposal is modest, totaling only 
$1.5 million on a yearly basis. Yet the 
benefits will be enormous for the 
workers who receive training and 
formal recognition of their skills as 
well as for the children in their care. 

At present, some 3,000 child-care 
workers a year receive CDA certifi
cates. With the scholarship program 
now included in this reauthorization, 
an additional 1,000 to 2,000 low-income 
providers could be trained and certi
fied. Scholarships will be awarded to 
eligible caregivers on the basis of fi
nancial need. To cut down on adminis
trative costs, the State agency respon
sible for the title XX social services 
block grant program would administer 
the scholarship program. And to 
follow up on the effectiveness of this 
small grant program, the State agency 
would tell the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services each year how many 
workers received scholarships and 
what their positions and salaries were 
both before and after receiving the 
CDA credential. 

THE HEADSTART REAUTHORIZATION 

As the New York Times noted in an 
editorial: "* • • American society does 
know one sure way to lead poor chil
dren out of a life of poverty • • • 
Project Head Start." 

Given the crisis of children in pover
ty in this country, Head Start is good 
news indeed. For the biggest risk to 
the health, safety, and future well
being of close to 14 million American 
children is poverty. One out of every 
four children under the age of 6 now 
lives in a family whose income falls 
below the poverty line. For minority 
preschoolers, that figure is even 
higher: every other black child and 
close to every other Hispanic child will 
celebrate their 6th birthdays in pover
ty. 

Yet poverty does not afflict only our 
very youngest citizens. Children of all 
ages now constitute the poorest age
group in America. More than one out 
of five Americans under the age of 18 
is poor. In the cities of Hartford and 
New Haven in my State of Connecti
cut, that figure is higher with every 
other child living in poverty. And in 
cities across the country, adults living 

in families with children are now three 
times more likely to be poor than 
other adults. 

Over the past 6 years, childhood 
poverty rates have skyrocketed. Even 
by conservative estimates, close to 4 
million children have been added to 
the poverty rolls-the sharpest in
crease on record. Moreover, the depth 
of childhood poverty has intensified. 
Over 40 percent of all poor children 
live in families whose incomes do not 
even reach the halfway mark with re
spect to the poverty level. 

The risks posed by childhood pover
ty are numerous and serious. Poverty 
results in a greater chance of abuse 
and neglect, poor health, and even 
death. Poor children who survive face 
a greater risk of dropping out of 
school, becoming teen parents, and 
ending up unemployed. The birth rate 
among white, unmarried adolescents 
has increased in recent years. And, as 
the children's defense fund pointed 
out in a study entitled "Black Chil
dren, White Children," black children 
today are more likely to be born into 
poverty, lack early prenatal care, have 
an adolescent or single mother, have 
an unemployed parent, be unemployed 
themselves as teenagers, and not go to 
college upon high school graduation. 

But with the Head Start Program, 
we have a well-proven way to help 
children escape from poverty. The 
high/scope educational research foun
dation conducted a landmark study of 
high quality preschool programs like 
Head Start. This study, entitled 
"Changed Lives," followed a group of 
poor children from age three to adult
hood. Half had attended a high qual
ity preschool. The other half had not. 
Those with the preschool experience 
were twice as likely to graduate from 
high school, go on to college or voca
tional training, and to get jobs. Those 
without the preschool experience were 
more likely to drop out of school, to 
become teen parents, and to end up 
unemployed and dependent upon the 
welfare system. As cochairmen of the 
Senate children's caucus, Senator 
SPECTER and I will be distributing 
copies of "Changed Lives" to all our 
colleagues in the Senate. 

The costs of high quality preschool 
education are not insignificant. But 
the costs of failing to provide children 
at risk with such a headstart on life 
are much, much higher. The center 
for population options just released a 
study revealing that teenage pregnan
cies in this country cost the welfare 
system $16 billion last year. And the 
cost of unemployment and welfare de
pendency in human terms show up in 
the grim statistics of child abuse and 
family violence. 

As we consider the reauthorization 
of Head Start and celebrate its 20th 
anniversary, we must keep in mind 
that at present, we only reach 18 per-
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cent of all children who are eligible for 
such services. And even though Head 
Start is not targeted to be cut in the 
Pres_ident's fiscal year 1987 budget, re
ductions in other essential programs 
such as the Community Services Block 
Grant and the Child-Care Food Pro
gram will diminish the quality of Head 
Start. Thus, I am a cosponsor of this 
omnibus package to reauthorize Head 
Start in tandem with other critically 
important human services programs. 

THE DEPENDENT CARE BLOCK GRANT 
REAUTHORIZATION 

The Dependent Care Block Grant 
was authorized 2 years ago in response 
to new facts about the risks facing 
latchkey children in this country. This 
block grant was designed to provide 
start-up costs for after school care pro
grams and child-care resource and re
ferral programs. The need for such 
programs is great. Right now, more 
than half of all the towns in my State 
of Connecticut lack any after school 
program whatsoever to help children 
whose parents must work. But at a 
time when they should be expanding 
their services, after school care pro
grams in eastern and western Con
necticut are being forced to shut their 
doors because they cannot find suffi
cient funds to keep operating. 

'the demographics tell us that the 
demand for after school care programs 
is just not going to go away. As a pro
gram director in New Haven, CT, re
cently wrote me: "The community is 
in need of this service and our growth 
in 3 years only proves this further." 
The New Haven YMCA program start
ed up in 1983 with 2 staff people and 1 
van picking up 15 children at 2 area 
public schools. Today, 20 staff people 
use 4 vans and 2 rented school buses to 
pick up 170 children at 24 public 
schools. 

Parents and child-care experts in 
New Haven and throughout Connecti
cut keep asking when their programs 
will be able to apply for funding under 
the Dependent Care Block Grant. Al
though $5 million was appropriated 
for this program, the administration 
continues to refuse to release those 
funds. Given that latchkey children 
who lack adult supervision are at 
much greater risk of physical and 
sexual abuse, accidental injury, alien
ation, and delinquency, the adminis
tration's 18-month delay in releasing 
funding was irresponsible and unten
able. I regret that a representative 
from the administration was not 
present during the subcommittee 
hearing held on this reauthorization 
this past March. It is my hope that 
the reauthorization of this program 
will help convince the administration 
of the seriousness of congressional 
intent in providing the startup of 
afterschool care and resource and re
ferral programs from Connecticut to 
California. 

THE COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 
REAUTHORIZATION 

The Community Services Block 
Grant Program continues to serve 
children and families in most need. 
Millions of younger and older Ameri
cans receive food assistance under this 
program, combating hunger and mal
nutrition. Millions more receive hous
ing, transportation, and employment 
assistance. Last but never least, count
less other Americans are able to get 
educational and job training services 
through the community services block 
grant helping them to become self
supporting. 

In addition to permitting community 
action agencies to deliver the above
described services to hard-pressed 
communities across the country, this 
legislative package also reauthorizes 
the Community Food and Nutrition 
Program. This program has been ex
emplary in my State of Connecticut in 
encouraging low-income communities 
to start child nutrition projects. I am 
delighted that such innovative at
tempts to meet the nutritional needs 
of children and adults in my State will 
continue. 

LOW-INCOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
REAUTHORIZATION 

Finally, the package I join in spon
soring today reauthorizes the Low
Income Energy Assistance Program. 
This program is very important to 
many residents in my State of Con
necticut, where freezing winter tem
peratures and high heating costs all 
too often force choices between paying 
for fuel or paying for food. The Low
Income Energy Assistance Program 
wisely prevents younger and older 
Americans from making such draconi
an choices. 

In closing, Mr. President, we know 
that millions of Americans have joined 
the ranks of the poor since 1979. The 
biggest number of these Americans 
have been children. More alarming 
still is the fact that many such chil
dren come from two-parent homes 
where one parent is working full time, 
year round. Since 1978, two out of 
every three children added to the pov
erty rolls come from homes with work
ing parents. The legislative package I 
join in sponsoring today will provide 
many of these children and their fami
lies with critical supports, from Head 
Start, to child care, to community 
services, to energy assistance. I urge 
my colleagues to support this legisla
tion as an important step toward 
giving such children and their families 
a headstart.e 
e Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues 
today in cosponsoring S. 2444, a bill to 
reauthorize the Dependent Care Block 
Grant Program, Head Start, the Low 
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro
gram, the Child Development Associ
ate Scholarships, and the Community 
Services Block Grant Program. The 

programs that are reauthorized in this 
legislation play a vital role in provid
ing for the care and education of our 
Nation's children, as well as providing 
critical services to low-income persons. 

I am particularly pleased that this 
legislation reauthorizes the Dependent 
Care Grants Program because of the 
difficulties we have encountered in 
getting this program started. Mr. 
President, almost 2 years ago, Con
gress authorized this program in an at
tempt to address the tremendous prob
lem that working parents face in find
ing suitable before and after school 
care for their children. We appropri
ated funds to get this program under 
way in December 1985, and the Presi
dent signed the appropriation bill into 
law. 

Since that time, Mr. President, the 
administration proposed a rescission of 
these funds, and HHS delayed promul
gating the regulations until the end of 
April. HHS has finally issued the regu
lations for awarding and administering 
the grants, the States have begun to 
arrange the required matching funds 
and approve programs for this year. 
Because the regulations were released 
so late in the year, however, the pro
gram will barely be under way when 
the current authorization expires. Re
authorizing the program will provide 
the time and funds that are required 
to fully evaluate the effectiveness of 
this program. 

Mr. President, finding suitable 
before and after school care is a seri
ous problem for American families. In 
the intervening years since the pro
gram was authorized the number of 
so-called latchkey children has contin
ued to grow because before and after 
school care is simply not available to 
meet the needs of working parents. 
Some estimate that as many as 20 per
cent of all children may be responsible 
for self-care while their parents are at 
work. This situation poses unconscion
able risk to our children and creates 
needless worry for their parents. I be
lieve that it is essential that we reau
thorize this program so that we can 
begin to help working parents devise 
solutions to the critical shortage of 
before and after school child care. 

Other programs in this package, 
such as Head Start and other commu
nity service programs, have a well-doc
umented history of success which pro
vides compelling reasons for our con
tinued support. The LIHEAP Pro
gram, for example, has proved to be 
an enormously effective way of ensur
ing that low-income persons have suf
ficient fuel to protect them from the 
extremes of the weather. Regardless 
of the ups and downs in the world oil 
market, we ought to be able to provide 
people with sufficient heat in winter
this is fundamental to maintaining the 
quality of life in our communities. 
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Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 

to support this legislation. These pro
grams provide invaluable assistance 
that is needed to keep our communi
ties vibrant, safe, and stimulating 
places for American children.e 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI <for him
self, Mr. SIMPSON, and Mr. 
TlroRM:OND ): 

S. 2445. A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve certain 
Veterans' Administration health-care 
programs; to the Committee on Veter
ans' Affairs. 

VETERANS' HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS 

IMPROVEMENTS ACT 

e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
as chairman of the Senate Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs, I am introducing 
today, with my colleagues Senator 
ALAN SIMPSON and Senator STROM 
THURMOND, the proposed "Veterans' 
Health-Care Programs Improvements 
Act of 1986." As we are all aware, 
health care in this country is changing 
at a rapid pace. Health-care policy
makers, administrators, and clinicians 
are initiating cost-containment efforts 
which are resulting in changes in 
health services delivery, utilization 
patterns, lengths of hospital stays, and 
hospital occupancy rates. At the same 
time, our general population, includ
ing our veteran population is aging. 

Public and private sector efforts 
abound to seek to ensure that the 
medical, social, and financial needs of 
our elderly are taken care of. Because 
of these cost-containment efforts and 
the variety of needs of a growing 
number of persons over the age of 65, 
health-care providers have had to de
velop new incentives, including appro
priate kinds, levels, and modalities of 
care which are cost-effective and 
humane. 

The Veterans' Administration 
should be a leader in planning for and 
responding to these dramatic changes. 
This legislation is intended to provide 
the VA with increased flexibility tore
spond to these changes in new and in
novative ways within the framework 
of the existing comprehensive medical
care system. 

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, the substantive provi
sions of the bill would; 

First, provide the VA with the au
thority to furnish respite care to 
chronically ill veterans, 

Second, provide the VA with the au
thority to furnish hospital-based home 
care and community-based, health-re
lated services to certain veterans, 

Third, clarify the V A's authority to 
provide community-based psychiatric 
residential treatment for chronically 
mentally ill veterans, 

Fourth, provide the VA with the au
thority to hire certain psychologists to 
conduct research, 

Fifth, expand the definition regard
ing the V A's operating beds require
ment, 

Sixth, require the VA to develop cri
teria and procedures for prioritizing 
State veterans home construction 
projects, and 

Seventh, require the VA to establish 
an ionizing radiation registry. 

The three major provisions of the 
bill, which I will discuss now, would 
provide the VA with additional au
thority and increased flexibility to use 
certain alternative services to help 
keep veterans at home or in the com
munity as long as possible. 

RESPITE CARE 

Mr. President, section 2 of the bill I 
am introducing today would provide 
the VA with the discretionary author
ity to furnish respite care to chronical
ly ill veterans. Respite care would be 
furnished by a VA facility on an inter
mittent or temporary basis to a chron
ically ill veteran residing primarily at 
home. The goal is to provide a brief 
break for the veteran's caregiver or 
family from the constant, and in some 
cases, long-term responsibility of 
caring for the veteran. This relief is in
tended to provide an incentive to the 
veteran and the family for the veteran 
to continue to reside at home as long 
as is medically advisable and otherwise 
feasible. 

While current law does not provide 
the VA with specific authority to pro
vide respite care, a number of respite 
care services have been developed in
formally and are provided on a limited 
basis by certain VA psychiatry, hospi
tal-based home care, and nursing 
home programs. The V A's August 1984 
planning document "Caring for the 
Older Veteran" stated that the VA's 
first objective in developing and carry
ing out an effective program for the 
elderly is to provide supportive serv
ices to sustain older individual's inde
pendence in their own home for as 
long as possible. The report cites res
pite care services among the spectrum 
of nonintrusive sustaining care serv
ices. 

In April 1985 the VA submitted to 
the Congress a draft bill to authorize 
the Administrator to provide respite 
care and recommended its prompt en
actment. Last year the House passed 
legislation authorizing VA respite 
care, but that provision was not part 
of the final compromise agreement on 
H.R. 505 which was enacted in Decem
ber as Public Law 99-166. 

I would like to note that since our 
discussions with the House last year, 
the VA submitted in August 1985, pur
suant to Public Law 98-528, a report, 
"Care of the Terminally Ill Veteran 
Patient". The report stated that as 
part of its efforts to meet the needs of 
the terminally ill patient, a significant 
percentage of VA medical facilities 
provide some form of respite care. The 
V A's geriatrics and gerontology adviso-

ry committee, in its December 1985 
report on hospital-based home care, 
recommended that "a mechanism for 
respite care should be included as a 
program component • • •." It is also 
important to recognize that respite 
care is offered as part of the Medicare 
hospice benefit. 

Mr. President, some concern has 
been expressed about the use of nurs
ing home care beds to provide respite 
care because of the limited supply of 
these beds and the high demand for 
them. This provision would address 
that concern by providing the VA with 
the flexibility to use acute care, inter
mediate care, or nursing home care 
beds to be used for respite care pur
poses, beds which VA clinicians in 
their best medical judgment have de
termined to be available at the time 
for this purpose. 

In addition to being more humane 
by promoting the veteran's continued 
independence and delaying institution
alization, respite care may be a cost-ef
fective use of VA resources. Because of 
the fairly high turnover among certain 
respite users, due to eventual nursing 
home placement or death, the VA 
would be able to accommodate a far 
greater number of patients over the 
course of 1 year for the same cost in 
staff and equipment than if the beds 
were used for other purposes. 
ALTERNATIVES TO HOSPITAL AND NURSING HOME 

CARE 

Mr. President, section 3 of my pro
posal would provide the VA with the 
authority to furnish two kinds of serv
ices provided to veterans in their own 
homes: The first, hospital-based home 
care and the second, health-related 
services. Hospital-based home care 
would be furnished, when medically 
appropriate, by the VA to chronically 
ill veterans otherwise eligible for hos
pital and nursing home care. Medical, 
rehabilitative, social, and nutrition 
services would be provided in the vet
eran's home by an interdisciplinary 
team under the direction of a physi
cian. The purpose of this program is to 
enable the veteran to remain at home 
and receive needed services instead of 
being placed in a nursing home. 

The Congressional Budget Office's 
April 1984 report discusses noninstitu
tional program alternatives as options 
for limiting the escalation in costs for 
care, specifically citing hospital-based 
home care as one such option. The 
VA's "Caring for the Older Veteran" 
report calls for an increased reliance 
on this program and states it has 
"proven potential maintaining the el
derly individual with a chronic illness 
in the less expensive home setting, 
thus reducing the pressure on hospital 
bed capacity. Equally important, re
search and practice have indicated 
that home care can lead to a better 
medical result for many patients." 
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The V A's own Hospital-Based Home 

Care Program allows for the early hos
pital discharge to their own homes of 
veterans with chronic illness. Most of 
these veterans are expected to remain 
bedbound or housebound. The purpose 
of the program is to reduce readmis
sions to the hospital and provide care 
to patients for whom outpatients care 
is not feasible. The family provides 
the necessary personal care and the 
multidisciplinary team provides the 
services. With the addition of 4 new 
programs this year, the VA will have 
53 such programs. 

Mr. President, because less than one
third of all VA medical centers have 
these programs, I believe it is impor
tant to provide the VA with the flexi
bility to contract for such services. 
The V A's geriatrics and gerontology 
advisory committee, in its December 
1985 report, recommended that they 
be expanded and that new models, in
cluding a contract program, be encour
aged and developed. The President in 
his request for funds for VA medical 
care programs for fiscal year 1987 
states that legislation will be proposed 
to contract for hospital-based home 
care. 

Mr. President, section 3 of my pro
posal would also provide the VA with 
the authority to furnish community
based health-related services to cer
tain veterans. This discretionary au
thority would allow the VA to contract 
for personal care, homemaker, nutri
tion, and transportation services to 
assist veterans eligible for and other
wise in need of community nursing 
home care who, but because of physi
cal or mental health disabilities, are 
unable to perform necessary activities 
of daily living. The VA would be re
quired to give priority for these serv
ices to veterans who are service-con
nected, 65 years of age or older, totally 
and permanently disabled, blinded, or 
suffering from dementia, including 
Alzheimer's disease. 

Mr. President, long-term care can be 
defined as: 

Those services designed to provide diag
nostic, preventive, therapeutic, rehabilita
tive, supportive, and maintenance services 
for individuals of all age groups who have 
chronic physical and/or mental impair
ments, in a variety of institutional and non
institutional health care settings, including 
the home, with the goal of promoting opti
mum levels of physical, social and psycho
logical functioning. 

Institutional long-term care is pro
vided by the VA in several different 
settings-VA nursing homes and domi
ciliaries, community nursing homes, 
and State veterans homes. The VA is 
increasing its number and kinds of 
long-term care programs, particularly 
those outside of nursing homes and 
domiciliaries. These alternative pro
grams for patients who do not require 
institutional care include community 
residential care, hospital-based home 
care, adult day health care, psychiat-

ric day treatment centers, hospice and 
respite care programs. 

In order to complete the V A's com
prehensive continuum of long-term 
care services, this provision would pro
vide the VA with the authority to con
tract for health-related services. This 
provision is derived from a provision in 
S. 876 which was passed by the Senate 
last year, but which was not agreed to 
by the House and therefore was not 
included in Public Law 99-166 enacted 
last December. 

The need for this authority is clear. 
In 4 years there will be 7.2 million vet
erans over age 65 and 14 years from 
now that number will increase to 9 
million. For those veterans who, be
cause of a physical or mental disabil
ity, have difficulties with the most 
fundamental activities of personal 
care-eating, continence, transferring, 
toileting, dressing, and bathing
human assistance in the home is criti
cal to that person's ability to remain 
in the home. 

For example, in the case of a veteran 
who has suffered a stroke and whose 
condition has become medically stable 
and, therefore, is ready for discharge 
from the hospital, personal care could 
make the difference between that per
son's return home or entrance into a 
nursing home. If temporary or perma
nent paralysis resulting from the 
stroke prevents the veteran from 
being able to care for his personal 
needs, the veteran's options are ex
tremely limited-to either home care 
or nursing home care. Without this 
authority, veterans such as this one 
would have no choice but to be admit
ted to a nursing home. This authority 
would provide these veterans with an 
opportunity to stay at home as long as 
is medically possible. 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION FOR 
CHRONICALLY MENTALLY ILL VETERANS 

Mr. President, section 4 of the meas
ure I am intorducing today would clar
ify the V A's authority to contract for 
psychiatric residential treatment in 
halfway houses and other community
based facilities. This authority would 
specify that veterans who are being 
furnished VA hospital, nursing home, 
domiciliary or outpatient care could be 
provided psychiatric residential treat
ment at VA expense, if it is deter
mined to be medically appropriate and 
in the best interests of the veteran. 

The VA is the largest single provider 
of care for long-term psychiatric pa
tients in the United States. Nearly 
one-third of the V A's inpatient popu
lation, 34 percent of the V A's nursing 
home care population, and over 60 per
cent of the V A's domiciliary patient 
population have psychiatric diagnoses. 
The V A's psychiatry and psychology 
services include inpatient and outpa
tient care and specialized programs, 
such as alcohol and drug dependence 
treatment, day hospitals, day treat-

ment centers, and mental hygiene clin
ics. 

A September 1985 VA Inspector 
General report, "Audit of VA Psychi
atric Inpatient Care," found that con
scientious efforts are being made to 
meet impatient psychiatry program 
objectives. However, the IG found 
that 33 percent of the V A's impatients 
could more effectively be treated in 
less costly environments. Though the 
reasons why sonie patients are not dis
charged are complex, the primary 
reason is that alternative programs 
are not available. Because of a lack of 
appropriate alternatives, there is a 
high probability that some of the vet
erans discharged will be returned to 
the hospital. Without appropriate al
ternative treatment programs, the IG 
concluded, this recidivism is likely to 
continue. 

The VA is in the process of develop
ing a demonstration project to provide 
a full spectrum of care for long-term 
psychiatric patients in certain areas. 
This effort is designed to respond to 
clinical experiences and research 
which have conclusively demonstrated 
that hospital bed-based programs are 
linited in their responsiveness to many 
of the chronic psychiatric patients' 
needs. 

Mr. President, I strongly support the 
V A's efforts in this regard and com
mend them for their insight and sensi
tivity concerning the needs of those 
veterans who suffer from chronic 
mental illness disabilities. Caring for 
this patient population is extremely 
challenging. The deinstitutionalization 
efforts of the 1950's and 1960's did not 
succeed in accomplishing the humane 
goal of providing appropriate levels of 
care for the chronically mentally ill in 
a community setting. Though that 
effort fell short of its goal, many les
sons have been learned from those 
mistakes. 

In 1984, the American Psychiatric 
Association developed guidelines for a 
successful program of community care 
for the chronically mentally ill. And 
now the Veterans' Administration is 
seeking to initiate its own efforts 
which has the potential to set a na
tional example of the goals and com
ponents of a comprehensive network 
designed to meet the needs of its 
chronically mentally ill patient popu
lation. 

This provision is derived from a pro
vision I introduced last year as part of 
S. 876 which passed the Senate. How
ever, the measure was not agreed to by 
the House during the conference with 
the House on the measure which 
became Public Law 99-166. It is the 
case that under current law, the VA 
has the authority, as part of its au
thority to provide medical and rehabil
itative services, to establi.sh or con
tract for halfway houses for the 
chronically mentally ill. 
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However, I believe it is important at 

this time to clarify this authority and 
provide the VA with specific authority 
to do so. This provision would serve a 
two-fold purpose: first, to establish 
this program as a legislative priority 
and second, to assist the VA in its ef
forts to develop a comprehensive net
work for care for chronically mentally 
ill veterans. I believe this provision 
would send an important message to 
the public and private- sectors that the 
needs of these individuals, particularly 
the opportunity to live in the commu
nity if at all possible, should be met. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, these additional au
thorities that would be provided by 
this bill are consistent with the V A's 
mission to care for the medical and re
habilitative needs of eligible veterans. 
I believe they would enhance the V A's 
already comprehensive continuum of 
care. 

The remaining four provisions of the 
bill relate to a variety of other impor
tant issues: research psychologists, the 
VA's operating beds, the State Veter
ans' Home Program, and veterans ex
posed to ionizing radiation. With re
spect to the provision to require the 
VA to establish an ionizing radiation 
registry, I ask unanimous consent that 
my December 4 letter to the VA re
questing the establishment of such a 
registry and the V A's February 11 re
sponse be printed in the Record. 

I would welcome additional cospon
sors and urge my colleagues' support 
of this measure when it is considered 
on the Senate floor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this proposed leg
islation be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
and letter were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2445 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES 

SECTION 1. <a> This Act may be cited as 
the "Veterans' Health Care Programs Im
provements Act of 1986". 

(b) Except as otherwise expressly provid
ed, whenever in this Act an amendment or 
repeal is expressed in terms of an amend
ment to, or repeal of, a section or other pro
vision, the reference shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 
title 38, United States Code. 

RESPITE CARE 

SEC. 2. <a> Section 601 is amended by in
serting after paragraph (8) the following 
new paragraph: 

"<10) The term 'respite care' means care 
furnished on an intermittent or temporary 
basis by a Veterans' Administration facility 
to a veteran who has been diagnosed as suf
fering from a chronic illness and who is re
ceiving care primarily in the veteran's 
home.". 

(b) Section 610(a) is amended by striking 
out "nursing home care," and inserting in 
lieu thereof "nursing home care or respite 
care,". 

(c) Not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis
trator of Veterans' Affairs shall transmit to 
the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report describing in detail-

< 1) the actions taken before the date of 
the report, if any, under the authority pro
vided by the amendment made by subsec
tion (b), and 

(2) the plans for exercising such author
ity. 

ALTERNATIVES TO HOSPITAL OR NURSING HOME 
CARE 

SEc. 3. (a) Section 610 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subsec
tion: 

"(h)(l) The Administrator may contract 
to furnish hospital-based home care, when 
medically appropriate, to any veteran in lieu 
of furnishing hospital care or nursing home 
care to such veteran under subsection <a> of 
this section. 

"(2) The hospital-based home care which 
may be furnished a veteran under para
graph < 1) of this subsection may include 
medical, rehabilitative, social, and nutrition 
services.". 

(b)(l) Section 620 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(g)(l) The Administrator may contract to 
furnish services described in paragraph (2) 
of this subsection, in lieu of nursing home 
care under subsection <a> of this section, to 
any veteran who, by reason of a functional 
deficiency resulting from the veteran's 
physical or mental condition, is unable to 
perform a necessary activity of daily living 
but, considering the veteran's disability, 
does not require nursing home care, as de
termined by the Administrator. 

"(2) The services which may be furnished 
a veteran under paragraph (1) of this sub
section are the services required for the per
formance of any necessary activity of daily 
living, and may include personal care, home
maker, nutrition, and transportation serv
ices. 

"(3) In administering this subsection, the 
Administrator shall give priority to furnish
ing services to a veteran-

"<A> who has a service-connected disabil
ity; 

"(B) who is 65 years of age or older; 
"(C) who has a total and permanent dis

ability; 
"(D) who, by reason of blindness in both 

eyes, has only light perception or is in need 
of regular aid and attendance; or 

"(E) who is suffering from dementia, in
cluding Alzheimer's disease. 

"(4) The total amount which may be paid 
for services furnished to all veterans under 
this subsection in any fiscal year may not 
exceed 60 percent of the cost which would 
be incurred if such veterans were furnished 
nursing home care under subsection <a> of 
this section in such fiscal year. The total of 
the periods for which services may be fur
nished to any such veteran under this sub
section shall be the same as authorized for 
nursing home care under subsection <a> of 
this section.". 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph 
< 1) shall not be construed to limit or reduce 
the nursing home care and adult day health 
care programs provided in subsections <a> 
through (f) of section 620 of title 38, United 
States Code, or to encourage the limitation 
or reduction of such programs. 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION FOR 
CHRONICALLY MENTALLY ILL VETERANS 

SEc. 4. <a) Subchapter II of chapter 17 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§ 620B. Community-based psychiatric residential 

treatment for chronically mentally ill veterans 
"(a) For the purposes of this section: 
"(1) The term 'case management' includes 

the coordination and facilitation of all serv
ices furnished to a veteran by the Veterans' 
Administration, either directly or through a 
contract, including, but not limited to, 
screening, assessment of needs, planning, re
ferral <including referral for services to be 
furnished by the Veterans' Administration, 
either directly or through a contract, or by 
an entity other than the Veterans' Adminis
tration), monitoring, reassessment, and fol
lowup. 

"(2) The term 'contract facility' means 
any facility which has been awarded a con
tract under subsection (b)(l) of this section. 

"(3) The term 'eligible veteran' means a 
veteran who, at the time of referral to a 
contract facility-

"(i) is being furnished hospital, domicili
ary, or nursing home care from the Veter
ans' Administration for a chronic mental ill
ness disability, or 

"(ii) is being furnished such care from the 
Veterans' Administration for a chronic 
mental illness disability and is a veteran de
scribed in section 612<a><l><B> of this title. 

"(b)(l) The Administrator, in furnishing 
hospital, nursing home, and domiciliary care 
and medical and rehabilitative services 
under this chapter, may contract for care 
and treatment and rehabilitative services in 
halfway houses, therapeutic communities, 
psychiatric residential treatment centers, 
and other community-based treatment fa
cilities for eligible veterans suffering from 
chronic mental illness disabilities. 

"(2) Before furnishing such care and serv
ices to any veteran through a contract facil
ity, the Administrator shall approve <in ac
cordance with criteria which the Adminis
trator shall prescribe by regulation) the 
quality and effectiveness of the program op
erated by such facility for the purpose for 
which such veteran is to be furnished such 
care and services. 

"(c) In the case of each eligible veteran 
provided care and services under this sec
tion, the Administrator shall designate a 
Veterans' Administration employee to pro
vide case management services. 

"(d) The Administrator may provide in
kind assistance (through the services of Vet
erans' Administration employees and the 
sharing of other Veterans' Administration 
resources) to a contract facility under this 
section. Any such in-kind assistance shall be 
provided under a contract between the Vet
erans' Administration and the contract fa
cility. The Administrator may provide such 
assistance only for use solely in the furnish
ing of appropriate services under this sec
tion and only if, under such contract, the 
Veterans' Administration receives reim
bursement for the full cost of such assist
ance, including the cost of services and sup
plies and normal depreciation and amortiza
tion of equipment. Such reimbursement 
may be made by reduction in the charges to 
the United States or by payment to the 
United States. Any funds received through 
such reimbursement shall be credited to 
funds allotted to the Veterans' Administra
tion facility that provided the assistance. 

"(e) Not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of the Veterans' Health Care 
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Programs Improvements Act of 1986, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a report on 
the experience under this section. The 
report shall include the Administrator's 
evaluation and findings regarding-

"<1> the quality of care furnished to par
ticipating veterans through contract facili
ties; 

"(2) any medical advantages that may 
result from furnishing such care and serv
ices to veterans with such disabilities in 
such contract facilities rather than in inpa
tient facilities over which the Administrator 
has direct jurisdiction; 

"(3) the effectiveness of the use of con
tract facilities under this section in enabling 
the participating veterans to live outside of 
Veterans' Administration inpatient facilities 
and to achieve independence in living and 
functioning in their communities; 

"(4) the cost-effectiveness of furnishing 
such care through contract facilities under 
this section, including the effect on the av
erage daily census in the Veterans' Adminis
tration hospitals, nursing homes, and domi
ciliary facilities participating in the pro
gram <taking into account whether the beds 
previously occupied by the participating vet
erans were subsequently occupied by other 
eligible veterans or remained unoccupied); 
and 

"(5) any plans for administrative action, 
and any recommendations for legislation, 
that the Administrator considers appropri
ate to include in such report.". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 17 is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 620A the follow
ing new item: 
"620B. Community-based psychiatric resi

dential treatment for chron
ically mentally ill veterans.". 

AUTHORITY TO WAIVE A LICENSURE REQUIRE
MENT FOR CERTAIN VETERANS' ADMINISTRA
TION PSYCHOLOGISTS 

SEc. 5. Section 4114<d> is amended by 
striking out "or optometrist," both places it 
appears and inserting in lieu thereof "op
tometrist, or psychologist,". 

OPERATING BED REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 6. Section 5010(a)(l) is amended-
<1> by striking out "hospital beds and 

nursing home beds" in the third sentence 
and inserting in lieu thereof "hospital, nurs
ing home, and domiciliary beds"; and 

(2) by striking out "hospital and nursing 
home beds" in the fourth sentence and in
serting in lieu thereof "hospital, nursing 
home, and domiciliary beds". 

STATE HOME GRANTS 

SEc. 7. <a><D Section 503Hc> is amended to 
read as follows: 

"(c) The term 'construction' means-
"(1) the construction of new domiciliary 

or nursing home buildings; 
"(2) the expansion, remodeling, or alter

ation of existing buildings for the provision 
of domiciliary or nursing home care in State 
homes; 

"(3) the remodeling or alteration of exist
ing buildings for the provision of hospital 
care in State homes; and 

"(4) the provision of initial equipment for 
any such buildings.". 

(2) Section 5032 is amended to read as fol
lows: 
"II 5032. Declaration or purpose 

"The purpose of this subchapter is to 
assist the several States < 1) to construct 
State home facilities <or to acquire facilities 
to be used as State home facilities> for fur-

nishing domiciliary or nursing home care to 
veterans, <2> to expand, remodel, or alter ex
isting buildings for furnishing domiciliary 
or nursing home care to veterans in State 
homes, and (3) to remodel or alter existing 
buildings for furnishing hospital care to vet
erans in State homes.". 

<b>< l)(A) Subchapter III of chapter 81 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
"§ 5038. Priority or projects 

"(a) Sums available for grants under this 
subchapter shall be allocated among State 
home facilities construction projects in ac
cordance with the priority established for 
such projects pursuant to subsection (b) of 
this section. 

"(b) The Administrator shall prescribe cri
teria and procedures for determining the 
priority to be accorded to State home facili
ties construction projects with respect to 
which applications have been approved 
under section 5035 of this title.". 

(B) The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 5037 the 
following new item: 
"5038. Priority of projects.". 

(2) Not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis
trator of Veterans' Affairs shall-

<A> develop, prescribe, and implement the 
criteria and procedures required by section 
5038(b) of title 38, United States Code (as 
added by paragraph < 1 > >; and 

(B) shall submit to the Committees on 
Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives a report which de
scribes such criteria and procedures and the 
implementation of the use of such criteria 
and procedures to establish the priority of 
construction projects referred to in such 
section. 

<c><l> Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the amendments made by subsection <a> 
shall take effect with respect to applications 
submitted to the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs under section 5035 of title 38, United 
States Code, on or after October 1, 1986. 

(2) The amendments made by subsection 
<a> shall not apply with respect to an appli
cation referred to in paragraph (1) if, before 
October 1, 1986, the applicant furnished any 
preliminary information to the Veterans' 
Administration relating to such application 
in accordance with application procedures 
established by the Veterans' Administration 
in administering subchapter III of chapter 
81 of title 38, United States Code. 

IONIZING RADIATION REGISTRY 

SEc. 8. <a><l> Chapter 57 is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 

"Subchapter Ill-Special Records 
"§ 3321. Ionizing Radiation Registry 

"(a) The Administrator shall establish and 
maintain a special record to be known as the 
'Ionizing Radiation Registry' <hereafter in 
this section referred to as the 'Registry'). 

"(b) The Registry shall include the follow
ing information: 

"(1) Subject to subsection <c> of this sec
tion, a list containing the name of each vet
eran who was exposed to ionizing radiation 
under the conditions described in section 
610<e><l><B> of this title and-

"<A> has requested hospital or nursing 
home care; or 

"(B) has filed a claim for disability com
pensation under chapter 11 of this title or 
pension under section 521 of this title on 
the basis of a disability which may be associ
ated with the exposure to ionizing radiation; 
or 

"(C) has died survived by-
"(i) a spouse, child, or parent who has 

filed a claim for dependency and indemnity 
compensation under chapter 13 of this title; 
or 

"(ii) a spouse or child who has filed a 
claim for pension under subchapter III of 
chapter 15 of this title, 
on the basis of the exposure of such veteran 
to ionizing radiation. 

"(2) Medical data relating to each veteran 
listed in the Registry under paragraph < 1 > 
of this subsection, including the veteran's 
medical history, latest health status record
ed by the Veterans' Administration, physi
cal examinations, and clinical findings, and 
a statement describing birth defects, if any, 
in the natural children of the veteran. 

"(3) Data on claims for the compensation 
and pensions referred to in paragraph < 1) of 
this subsection, including decisions and de
terminations of the Veterans' Administra
tion relating to such claims. 

"(4) An estimate of the dose of radiation 
to which each veteran listed in the Registry 
under paragraph < 1) of this subsection was 
exposed under the conditions described in 
section 610<e><l><B> of this title. 

"(c) The Registry is not required to con
tain the name of a veteran described in sub
section (b)(l) of this section if the request 
or claim referred to in such subsection 
(b)(l) which relates to such veteran was 
filed before the date of the enactment of 
the Veterans' Health Care Programs Im
provements Act of 1986, and such veteran or 
the survivor filing the claim <in the case of a 
claim referred to in clause (C) of such sub
section (b)(l)) does not request the Vete:t:
ans' Administration to include the veterans' 
name in the Registry. 

"(d) For the purpose of establishing and 
maintaining the Registry, the Administra
tor shall compile and consolidate relevant 
information maintained by the Department 
of Veterans' Benefits and the Department 
of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans' 
Administration, relevant information main
tained by the Defense Nuclear Agency of 
the Department of Defense, and any rele
vant information maintained by any other 
subdivision of the Veterans' Administration 
or the Department of Defense. 

"(e) The Secretary of Defense shall fur
nish the Administrator such information 
maintained by any agency of the Depart
ment of Defense as the Administrator con
siders necessary to establish and maintain 
the Registry.". 

<2> The table of sections at the beginning 
of such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
"SUBCHAPTER III-SPECIAL REPORTS 
"3321. Ionizing Radiation Registry.". 

(b) The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
shall establish the Ionizing Radiation Regis
try required by section 3321 of title 38, 
United States Code (as added by subsection 
(a)), not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(c)(l) Not later than 1 year after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Adminis
trator of Veterans' Affairs shall analyze the 
information collected in the Ionizing Radi
ation Registry and transmit to the Commit
tees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives and to the Ad
visory Committee on Environmental Haz
ards of the Veterans' Administration a sum
mary of the analysis. 

<2> Not later than 90 days after the date 
on which the Administrator transmits the 
summary to the Committees referred to in 
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paragraph < 1 ), the Advisory Committee on 
Environmental Hazards of the Veterans' Ad
ministration shall review the analysis and 
transmit to the Committees on Veterans' 
Affairs of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives such comments on the analysis 
as the Committee considers appropriate. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, December 4, 1985. 
Hon. HARRY N. WALTERS, 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, Veterans' 

Administration, Washington, DC. 
DEAR HARRY: I am writing to follow up on 

my remarks during the November 14 Senate 
Veterans' Affairs Committee hearing on 
issues relating to veterans who were ex
posed to ionizing radiation. During the 
hearing I stated that I intended to request 
the VA to initiate immediately an Ionizing 
Radiation Registry. 

I am now formally requesting that you es
tablish such a registry to provide an ongo
ing data base of, first, veterans who, as a 
result of the enactment of Public Law 97-72, 
are eligible for VA health care and who use 
or seek to use the VA health care system 
and, second, veterans who apply for VA 
compensation for disabilities allegedly re
sulting from radiation exposure. I believe it 
would be useful to the VA, to veterans who 
were exposed to ionizing radiation, and to 
the Congress if the registry included infor
mation encompassing a full case history of a 
patient's visit-personal data, medical histo
ry, clinical findings, etc.-including the vet
eran's name, address, medical history, re
sults of any examinations and clinical find
ings, VA medical facilities involved, as well 
as information about the veteran's military 
service, an estimate of radiation exposure, 
and any other appropriate findings. 

The registry should also document any 
claims filed for VA compensation for radi
ation-related diseases resulting from partici
pation in the U.S. atomic weapons test pro
gram or the occupation of Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki. This information should docu
ment the veteran's participation in the tests 
or occupation, an estimate of radiation ex
posure, the veteran's disability or disabil
ities, and any VA decisions pertaining to any 
claims made by or on behalf of the veteran, 
or the veteran's spouse or survivors. 

I believe that a compilation of both the 
veteran's medical and benefits information 
related to any ionizing radiation exposure 
experiences would serve to help detect 
health trends in such veterans and to indi
cate any specific characteristics of this par
ticular group of veterans. This is especially 
critical in light of the recent Office of Tech
nology Assessment determination that an 
epidemiological study of veterans exposed 
to ionizing radiation, as required by Public 
Law 98-160, would not be feasible. The com
pilation of this information would also serve 
to consolidate information about such veter
ans collected by the Department of Medi
cine and Surgery and the Department of 
Veterans' Benefits. Consequently, it would 
expedite the exchange of such information 
for the purposes of eligibility determina
tions by VA medical facilities for VA health 
care services and for the claims adjudication 
process for radiation-related claims. I whole
heartedly support the V A's Agent Orange 
Registry and the V A's recent announcement 
of the forthcoming establishment of a 
Spinal Cord-Injury Registry and would 
hope that an Ionizing Radiation Registry 
would serve a similar purpose. 

I request that you carefully consider my 
request and let me know your plans regard-

ing the establishment of such a registry as 
soon as possible. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK H. MURKOWSKI, 

Chairman. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION, OFFICE 
OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETER
ANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, February 11, 1986. 
Hon. FRANK H. MURKOWSKI, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of De

cember 4, 1985, you requested that the Vet
erans Administration establish a register, 
first, of veterans who are eligible for care 
under the authority of Pub. L. No. 97-72 
and who use or seek to use the VA health 
care system and, second, of veterans who 
apply for compensation for disabilities alleg
edly resulting from radiation exposure. You 
further suggested certain forms of data that 
should be maintained in the register. 

The VA has established a method for 
identifying veterans who apply to the VA 
for inpatient care under the authority of 
Pub. L. No. 97-72. This coding system per
mits us to retrieve from the V A's automated 
Patient Treatment File summary data con
cerning the types of health problems that 
their permanent medical records. This 
system has undergone refinement since it 
was initiated such that we can more easily 
identify the nuclear weapons test partici
pants seeking care from 1985 onward than 
we could those seeking care earlier. It could 
not be practical nor cost-effective to at
tempt to go back through the earlier 
records in an attempt to ensure that all of 
the veterans are incorporated in the more 
refined system. 

From the data that we now have available, 
and on the basis of current information con
cerning the types fo health problems that 
might reasonably be anticipated to result 
from the kinds of radiation exposure the 
vast majority of the atomic weapons test 
participants experienced, we do not believe 
that a medical register of the sort that you 
propose would be particularly useful or cost 
effective. However, we will contact the De
fense Nuclear Agency which already has 
some elements of a radiation register to ex
plore the possibility of linking their data 
with whatever information the VA may 
have on these veterans. 

Concerning the compensation register, we 
believe that we already have in place a 
system that substantially meets your sug
gestion. In 1984, the Compensation and Pen
sion Service of the Department of Veterans 
Benefits established a Special Issue Rating 
system <SIRS> which collects data on claims 
based on exposure to ionizing radiation and 
includes service dates, source of exposure 
<nuclear test, occupation force, therapeutic/ 
occupational, and others>, the disabilities 
claimed, the V A's decision on each disability 

. with respect to service-connection, and the 
date of the latest rating decision. Data entry 
is accomplished by adjudication personnel 
at the regional office level. 

SIRS does not store the level of radiation 
exposure for each veteran. For those veter
ans exposed to radiation as a result of par
ticipation in the atomic weapons testing 
program or with the occupation forces of 
Hiroshima or Nagasaki, Japan, however, 
that information can be obtained, as neces
sary, from the Defense Nuclear Agency 
which maintains records of radiation dose 
estimates on all veterans who file claims for 
VA benefits. Since this information is read-

ily available, it would be duplicative to store 
that data in SIRS. 

We believe that this approach is a most 
practical one and is one that addresses most 
of your concerns. 

Sincerely, 
EVERETT ALvAREZ, Jr., 

Acting Administrator.• 

By Mr. CHAFEE <for himself, 
Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. GORE, Mr. 
HEINZ, Mr. METZENBAUM, and 
Mr. LEviN): 

S. 2446. A bill to require the Secre
taries of Agriculture and Health and 
Human Services to enforce certain 
food labeling requirements for pack
aged foods sold by certain restaurants; 
to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

FAST FOOD INGREDIENT INFORMATION ACT 
• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation providing 
for ingredient labeling of the food 
served in fast food restaurants. Join
ing me as original cosponsors are Sen
ators STAFFORD, GORE, HEINZ, METZ
ENBAUM, and LEVIN. 

With over 40 million Americans a 
day-roughly one-fifth of the popula
tion-eating in these restaurants, it is 
critical that we know what we are get
ting. 

Anyone who has ever tried to find 
out what is in a typical fast food meal 
knows it is not a simple matter. Last 
June, a consumer group wrote to 12 
major fast food chains asking for in
gredient information. Not recipes, 
mind you, but just lists of ingredi
ents-nothing more than the makers 
of Coca-Cola, for instance, are re
quired to put on their cans. Thus, the 
restaurants were not asked to divulge 
trade secrets, such as proportions or 
the names of specific flavorings. 

Despite this, 6 of the 12 replied that 
the information requested was confi
dential. Another two said it was not 
available. Three others did not reply 
at all, even to repeated inquiries. Only 
1 of the 12 answered the question 
squarely, providing complete ingredi
ent lists for all its products. 

This is clearly unacceptable. Con
sumers have a right to know what 
they are eating. 

There's nothing radical about fast 
food labeling. In fact, FDA and 
USDA-the two agencies with jurisdic
tion in this area-have acknowledged 
that they could, under existing laws, 
require that fast food be labeled. But 
unfortunately for the consumer, this 
has not been done. 

That leaves us with an anomaly. 
Fast food is substantially no different 
from the food you buy in a supermar
ket. Supermarket food is labeled, but 
fast food is not. It should be. 

The bill I introduce today would re
quire that fast food be labeled in ac
cordance with existing Federal laws. 
In cases where printing information 
on a label would be impractical, the 
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restaurant would be allowed to provide 
it in some other way-by posting it on 
a wall chart, for example, or printing 
it in a brochure. 

Fast food labeling would allow con
sumers to vote with their fast food 
dollars. They would be able to avoid 
meals heavy in fat, sugar, and sodium. 
They would know whether their 
french fries had been cooked in vege
table oil or in beef fat, and whether 
their shake contained any real milk or 
not. And, in the case of allergy suffer
ers, they could be reasonably certain 
that their meal would not mean a trip 
to the emergency room. 

In today's highly competitive fast 
food industry, product labeling would 
prompt chains to compete on the basis 
of nutritional value. This kind of com
petition would be a tremendous boon 
to public health. Imagine how our 
diets would improve if the full force of 
the fast food giants got behind a race 
to offer the most wholesome food. 

Take heart disease, for instance. It is 
now this Nation's No. 1 killer, claiming 
the lives of 400,000 Americans every 
year. But we're not helpless against it: 
We can reduce our risk by cutting 
down on sodium, cholesterol, saturat
ed fat, and caloric intake. 

We know this. But how do we use it 
unless we also know the basic compo
nents of the food we eat every day? 

That is why we have Federal label
ing laws. Those laws can and should be 
applied to fast food: Because it is sold 
in a packaged form, fast food comes 
under the coverage of the Food, Drug 
and Cosmetic Act, the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, and the Poultry Prod
ucts Inspection Act, all of which re
quire that food sold in wrappers or 
containers bear ingredient statements 
on product labels. 

This legislation has been endorsed 
by a number of organizations, includ
ing the American Heart Association, 
the American Cancer Society, the Na
tional Parent-Teacher Association, the 
Consumer Federation of America, the 
American College of Allergists, the 
Center for Science in the Public Inter
est, the National Heart Savers Associa
tion, and the Public Voice for Food 
and Health Policy. 

Fast food is here to stay, and that's 
a good thing for millions of busy 
people. This bill doesn't tell people 
what to eat, and it doesn't tell restau
rants what to serve. It just makes the 
facts available. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the bill appear in 
the REcoRD at this point, together 
with a series of editorials and state
ments supporting fast food labeling. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2446 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 

Act may be cited as the "Fast Food Ingredi
ent Information Act of 1986". 
TITLE I-RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 

SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES 
ENFORCEMENT OF LABELING REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 101. <a> Except as provided in subsec-
tion (b), the Secretary shall enforce section 
403(i) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 343(i)) with respect to 
the information required by such section to 
be included on the labels of packaged foods 
sold for consumption by customers of fast 
food restaurants. 

(b) If the Secretary determines that it is 
impracticable for fast food restaurants to 
comply with section 403(i) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act through the 
inclusion on the labels of packaged foods of 
the information required by such section, 
the Secretary may prescribe regulations 
which permit such restaurants to comply 
with such section through the display of 
such information on notices in conspicuous 
places in such restaurants or through the 
provision of such information on other 
media determined appropriate by the Secre
tary, such as menu notices, brochures, or 
food tray liners. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 102. For purposes of this title-
(1) the term "fast food restaurant" means 

a restaurant which is part of a chain of 10 
or more franchised restaurants; 

(2) the term "label" has the meaning pre
scribed for such term by section 20l<k) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 u.s.c. 32l<k)); 

(3) the term "food" has the meaning pre
scribed for such term by section 201<0 of 
such Act <21 U.S.C. 321(0); and 

(4) the term "Secretary" means the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services. 
TITLE II-RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 

SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
ENFORCEMENT OF LABELING REQUIREMENTS 

SEc. 201. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b), the Secretary shall enforce the pro
visions of-

(1) subparagraph (9) of paragraph (n) of 
the first section of the Federal Meat Inspec
tion Act <21 U.S.C. 60l(n)(9)); and 

<2> section 4(h)(9) of the Poultry Products 
Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 453(h)(9)), 
with respect to the information required by 
such provisions of law to be included on the 
labels of packaged foods sold for consump
tion by customers of fast food restaurants. 

<b> If the Secretary determines that it is 
impracticable for fast food restaurants to 
comply with the provisions of law specified 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection (a) 
through the inclusion on the labels of pack
aged foods of the information required by 
such provisions of law, the Secretary may 
prescribe regulations which permit such res
taurants to comply with such provisions of 
law through the display of such information 
on notices in conspicuous places in such res
taurants or through the provision of such 
information on other media determined ap
propriate by the Secretary, such as menu 
notices, brochures, or food tray liners. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 202. For purposes of this title-
(1) the term "fast food restaurant" means 

a restaurant which is part of a chain of 10 
or more franchised restaurants; 

<2> the term "label"-
<A> with respect to a food subject to the 

Federal Meat Inspection Act, has the mean
ing prescribed for such term by paragraph 

<o> of the first section of such Act <21 U.S.C. 
60l<o)); and 

<B> with respect to a food subject to the 
Federal Poultry Products Inspection Act, 
has the meaning prescribed by section 4<s> 
of such Act <21 U.S.C. 453(s)); 

(3) the term "food" has the meaning pre
scribed for such term by section 201<0 of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
<21 U.S.C. 32l<f)); and 

(4) the term "Secretary" means the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 
TITLE III-REGULATIONS; EFFECTIVE 

DATE 
REGULATIONS 

SEc. 301. Within 6 months after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall promul
gate final regulations to carry out title I and 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall promul
gate final regulations to carry out title II. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 302. <a> Except as provided in subsec

tion (b), this Act shall take effect 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

<b> Section 301 shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

STATEMENT oF MicHAEL JAcoBsoN, PH.D., Ex
ECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR SCIENCE IN 
THE PuBLIC INTEREST 
The Center for Science in the Public In

terest <CSPD strongly supports the fast 
food ingredient disclosure bill introduced 
today by Senator Chafee. Passage of this 
legislation will ensure that a vital provision 
of the federal health laws is enforced. 
Armed with ingredient information, fast 
food patrons concerned about diet-related 
disease and food allergies can make pur
chasing decisions on the basis of facts. 

Ingredient disclosure will enable health
conscious consumers to identify and avoid 
products that are prepared in frying oils 
high in saturated fats. In addition, individ
uals with allergies who currently must play 
Russian Roulette every time they purchase 
fast food, will be able to identify and avoid 
substances to which they are sensitive. 

Congressional action is warranted be
cause, in this era of dwindling federal re
sources, the enforcement priorities of the 
federal health agencies have been terribly 
misplaced. While much attention is being di
rected to "health fraud"-with enforcement 
actions taken against products such as rip
off baldness cures-the Food and Drug Ad
ministration <FDA) and the Department of 
Agriculture <USDA) intend no action to 
bring packaged fast food in compliance with 
the mandatory ingredient disclosure re
quirements of federal law. 

Last June, CSPI and other health and 
consumer groups petitioned FDA and USDA 
to enforce the mandatory ingredient label
ing provisions of their respective statutes 
for packaged fast food. USDA denied the 
petition last December, while FDA has so 
far failed to respond. FDA and USDA have 
failed to order labeling despite their joint 
determination, recently reaffirmed by 
USDA, that mandatory labeling of fast food 
is required by federal law. Thus, unless Sen
ator Chafee's bill is enacted, the contents of 
the $50 billion of fast food sold this year 
will remain a mystery to the public. 

The fast food industry has historically 
competed on the basis of marketing gim
micks such as "Herb" and the "McDLT." It 
would be refreshing, to say the least, if some 
of the millions of dollars the industry 
spends annually on marketing and promo-
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tion could be used to compete on the basis 
of health and nutrition. We know this is 
possible because there are nutritious alter
natives to the standard high-fat, high
sodium, high-calorie fast food fare. Salad 
bars, baked potatoes, and roast chicken 
sandwiches are a few of the healthier offer
ings that could be the centerpiece of mar
keting campaigns designed to bring atten
tion to healthful foods and healthful ingre
dients. 

Left to their own devices, FDA, USDA. 
and the industry would prefer to keep the 
lid on fast food ingredients. We urge Con
gress to lift that lid by swiftly enacting Sen
ator Chafee's legislation. 
THE AMERICAN COLLEGE OF ALLERGISTS, 

Mt. Prospect, IL, May 7, 1986. 
The American College of Allergists strong

ly supports Sen. John H. Chafee's proposed 
legislation requiring ingredient labeling of 
fast food products . . . and urges you to join 
in its co-sponsorship. 

As practicing allergists, we have treated 
many thousands of patients with severe, 
sometimes life-threatening reactions to 
hidden ingredients in restaurant foods. Our 
patients should not have to play Russian 
Roulette-not knowing whether a Big Mac 
or Whopper will trigger an allergic reac
tion-every time they eat a fast-food meaL 

The situation is serious. 
Sulfites used to freshen fruits and vegeta

bles in salad bars and other places have 
caused violent asthma and death in some in
dividuals. F.D.C. yellow dye # 5, used to 
color foods, also may cause such reactions. 

M.S.G. <monosodium glutamate) can 
cause flushing, headache and wheezing. 

Foods which individuals are commonly al
lergic to-such as milk, nuts, fish, wheat, 
soybeans, eggs and com-may be served in a 
disguised manner in restaurants and fast
food stores . . . posing a serious threat to 
unsuspecting allergic patients. Just this 
winter the New York Times reported that a 
college student from Brooklyn, who was al
lergic to peanuts, died after eating chili in a 
restaurant. Of all things, the chili contained 
peanut butter used as a thickening agent. 
She has a severe allergic reaction, resulting 
in death. 

Sen. Chafee's proposal would arm these 
patients with the vital information they 
need to protect themselves against poten
tially life-threatening reactions. That's why 
we urge you to join Sen. Chafee as a co
sponsor of this important legislation. 

Thank you for your efforts on behalf of 
all allergic patients. 

Sincerely, 
PETER B. BOGGS, M.D., 

President. 

[From the New York Times, Nov. 15, 19851 
RISK SEEN IN SATURATED FATS USED IN FAST 

FOODS 
<By Irvin Molotsky) 

WASHINGTON, Nov. 14.-A consumer orga
nization said today that eight of the coun
try's largest chains of fast-food and family 
restaurants cooked their french fries and 
other foods in beef fat, which is high in the 
saturated fats that researchers say can con
tribute to heart disease. 

The organization, the Center for Science 
in the Public Interest, said an absence of la
beling laws had left most consumers un
aware that the beef fat, or tallow, mixed 
with a little vegetable oil, was being used by 
the chains-Arby's, Bob's Big Boy, Burger 
King, Dairy Queen, Hardee's, McDonald's, 
Popeyes and Wendy's. 

"Most people are shocked that these res
taurants use beef fat," Dr. Michael Jacob
son, executive director of the consumer or
ganization, said. 

Where tested, Howard Johnson's was 
found to use palm oil, which is even higher 
in saturated fats than beef fat. A Howard 
Johnson's spokesman said the chain used 
vegetable oil in company-owned restaurants 
but did not stipulate which oil franchises 
should use. 

Dr. Tazewell Banks, a professor of medi
cine and director of a heart program at D.C. 
General Hospital, said many parents were 
unwittingly exposing their children to the 
increased likelihood of heart disease by al
lowing them to eat at fast-food outlets. 

"It would be safer if they told their chil
dren, 'Go out and play in traffic,' " he said 
at a press conference. 

Dr. Jacobson said his organization had 
asked the restaurant chains why they used 
beef fat. "Restaurants tell us they think it 
scores better in customer taste tests," he 
said. "It also costs less than vegetable oil." 

On the other hand, Dr. Jacobson said, 
companies that fry foods in vegetable oil say 
they do so to keep beef flavor out of their 
french fries and fried chicken. 

WHERE TESTS WERE DONE 
The fast-food chains that used moderately 

hydrogenated vegetable oil for food frying 
were listed by the consumer organization as 
Denny's, Friendly's and Papa Gino's. Hydro
genation makes oil more stable and less 
likely to spoil. The less hydrogenated oil is, 
Dr. Jacobson said, the less saturated the fat 
is. 

The chains using heavily hydrogenated 
vegetable oil, that is, more saturated, were 
identified as Church's, D'Lites, Kentucky 
Fried Chicken, Long John Silver, Red Lob
ster and Rustler. 

The analysis on the fat content was con
ducted by gas chromatography by Dr. Frank 
Sacks, assistant professor of medicine at the 
Harvard University Medical School and di
rector of the Lipoprotein Metabolism Re
search Laboratory at Brigham and Women's 
HospitaL 

Dr. Jacobson said the samples were ob
tained in the Boston area but were repre
sentative of entire chains. 

For Dairy Queen, however, uniformity 
proved not to be the case. The sample ob
tained in Boston was found to be fried in 
vegetable oil. When the Center for Science 
in the Public Interest inquired, it was told 
that beef fat usually was used and that the 
Boston outlet had substituted vegetable oil 
on its own. 

The tests were performed on french fries 
so that the findings would not be affected 
by the fat content of chicken or other foods. 
"Many restaurants use the same shortening 
to fry most foods," the consumer organiza
tion said. "Thus, these figures probably also 
apply to pies, chicken parts and nuggets, 
fish and other fried foods." 

Also participating in the project was Dr. 
William Castelli, medical director of the 
Framingham Heart Study, a Massachusetts 
inquiry that has been going on for 36 years. 

Dr. Castelli said that fat in the diet was 
clearly a major cause of heart disease. "We 
have to get the fat out of our diet," Dr. Cas
telli declared. 

Restaurant chains were asked to com
ment, and Frank Belatti, a vice president at 
Arby's, said his company used both partly 
hydrogenated soybean oil and a mixture of 
beef fat and cottonseed oil. "The animal 
vegetable oil gives the french fry its distinc
tive fried flavor," he said. 

Mary Maguire, a spokesman for the Mar
riott Corporation, which runs both the Roy 
Rogers and Bob's Big Boy chains, said that 
a mix of 90 percent animal fat and 10 per
cent vegetable oil was used because it had 
"the most preferred taste profile." 

Terri Capatosto, a spokesman for McDon
ald's, said, "What we use is the highest qual
ity of a vegetable and beef shortening." She 
said cost was not a factor in the choice of 
oil. 

Denny Lynch, a spokesman for Wendy's, 
said his company's french fries were cooked 
in a blend of animal and vegetable fats but 
would not give the percentage. "We are in 
the business of selling foods that the cus
tomer wants to buy,'' he said. "There is a lot 
of money spent on how to cook the perfect 
french fry." 

FAST-FOOD FATIY ACIDS 

Saturated Unsaturated 

Moderate~ hydrogenated vegetable oil: 
Denny s ............................................................... . 

Hef~~:~~~~~;~.~i~~~~~~~;.··:~ : ~:::::.::~:~~.:·:~:~ 
D'Utes ................................................................. . 

~~~~~/~~~~~n.:::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Red Lobster ......................................................... . 
Rustler ................................................................. . 

Beef fallow (may have some vegetable oil) : 

e:~;s~~~:::::::::::::::: : ::: : ::: : ::::::: : :::::::::::::::: : :::: 
~:~~~.::: : ::::: :: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::: 
McDonald's .......................................................... . 
Popeyes ........ ....................................................... . 
Wendy's. ........................................•............•......... 

Palm oil: 
Howard Johnson's ............................................... . 

18.9 
17.4 
15.7 

27.4 
31.2 
26.1 
28.2 
24.6 
30.5 

49.8 
47.9 
48.8 

NA 
48.2 
45.5 
47.2 
47.1 

53.3 

69.3 
70.8 
70.0 

59.2 
55.3 
60.1 
58.0 
61.3 
56.3 

38.7 
39.2 
37.6 

NA 
40.6 
42.1 
39.4 
39.8 

42.2 

Note. -Percentage of fatty acids that were found to be saturated and 
unsaturated. Figures do not total 100 percent because of portion of sample lost 
in testing. 

Source: Center For Science in the Public Interest. 

STATEMENT BY THE AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIA
TION IN SUPPORT OF LEGISLATION ON INGRE
DIENT LABELING ON FAST FOOD PRODUCTS 
The American Heart Association supports 

legislation introduced today by Senator 
John H. Chafee <R-RD on ingredient label
ing of fast foods. 

The AHA supports this important legisla
tion for three main reasons. First, the AHA 
believes that most fast food served today is 
not heart-healthy, because it increases one 
of the major risks of coronary heart disease. 
Second, heart and blood vessel disease are 
this country's number one killers, and any 
effort in reducing the public's risk of these 
diseases promises a substantial reduction in 
mortality and morbidity, as well as health 
care costs. And finally, the fast food indus
try may be taking advantage of the fact 
that at least two federal agencies, the USDA 
and the FDA, may not be enforcing provi
sions in existing laws that extend to fast 
food sold in wrappers or containers. 

WHY IS FAST FOOD NOT HEALTHY FOR THE 
HEART? 

For 25 years the AHA has been advising 
physicians and the public about the merits 
of a low-fat, low-cholesterol diet as a means 
of reducing one of the major risks of coro
nary heart disease, but the typical burger, 
fries and shake is anything but low-fat or 
low-cholesterol. The AHA also advocates a 
moderate intake of sodium to help control 
high blood pressure in many people, but the 
amount of sodium in our fast food is clearly 
alarming. 
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As a result, for the 40 million Americans 

who eat in these restaurants every day, 
"eating on the run" has become synony
mous with "eating for clogged arteries and 
high blood pressure." The problem is that 
fast food consumers don't know what they 
are eating. 

The AHA's diet statement, which was first 
issued 25 years ago, has been repeatedly 
supported by years of research. The studies 
have led to two well established facts: (1) di
etary saturated fats and cholesterol directly 
raise the total cholesterol in the blood, in
cluding a bad variety of cholesterol; and (2) 
excess fats and cholesterol in the blood con
tribute to clogged arteries and eventually 
coronary heart disease. 

The AHA dietary statement recommends: 
(a) a caloric intake to maintain ideal weight; 
<b) a total fat intake limited to 30 percent of 
total calories, with no more than 10 percent 
saturated fat <such as animal fat), up to 10 
percent polyunsaturated fats (such as vege
table fats) and 10 percent monounsaturated 
fat; (C) a dietary cholesterol intake to be no 
more than 300 mgs per day; (d) carbohy
drates < 44-55 percent of total calories> pri
marily selected from the complex varieties; 
and <e> a reduced sodium intake to help con
trol high blood pressure. 

How does the dietary statement translate 
into daily eating habits? The following ex
planation will serve to put the statement in 
perspective. 

The AHA dietary guidelines for healthy 
Americans recommend the reduction of die
tary cholesterol to less than 300 mgs per 
day. According to the Food and Nutrition 
Board, the estimated safe intake of sodium 
is 1100 to 3300 mgs of sodium-a generous 
serving-for healthy adults. An Egg McMuf
fin breakfast adds up to 340 calories, about 
259 mgs of cholesterol, 885 mgs of sodium 
and 1,580 mgs of fat. 

As a result, the Egg McMuffin consumer 
has had nearly the full amount of cholester
ol recommended by the AHA and a substan
tial amount of the recommended sodium 
intake in one meal alone. Add lunch, dinner, 
alcohol and snacks to the daily eating habit, 
and the same consumer who started with an 
Egg McMuffin has substantially exceeded 
the recommended cholesterol and sodium 
intake for a day. 

Does the consumer know that? We don't 
believe so. But the consumer should know 
that. And it is not just a question of Egg 
McMuffins. The Whoppers, the Bacon 
cheese burger. the fried chickens, and the 
french fries are equally as bad. The con
sumer should also know the amount of satu
rated fat in fast food. But the fast food 
chains don't disclose that. 

Overall, according to the USDA, Ameri
cans are eating a healthier diet today than 
they were in the early 1960's when cardio
vascular mortality was at its peak. But there 
are a few alarming trends. 

One is the skyrocketing consumption of 
highly saturated fat cheese, a favorite of 
the fast food crowd. Sales have jumped 
more than 131 percent over the past 20 
years. The USDA has also reported that 
consumption of fat from animal sources in 
the form of lard, baking and frying fats-all 
saturated and often used in fast and conven
ience foods-increased, while vegetable oil
the acceptable kind-decreased. 

The AHA believes that the sheer volume 
of fast food consumed in this country puts a 
responsibility on fast food chains for edu
cating the consumer. According to estimates 
from a recent issue of the Boston Globe, the 
fast food industry represents $44.8 million 

of this country's "eating-out" budget. Con
sumers are buying a lot of cholesterol, fat 
and sodium with their food dollars, and 
don't even know it. 

THE MAGNITUDE OF HEART DISEASE 
The three major risk factors of heart and 

blood vessel disease are: cigarette smoking, 
uncontrolled high blood pressure and excess 
serum cholesterol. Fast foods increase the 
risk of heart and blood vessel diseases by 
contributing to two of the three risk factors. 

How many Americans are affected by 
these diseases and how does the disease 
affect them? The following numbers will 
highlight the magnitude of the problem: 

(a) More than 92 million American adults 
have blood cholesterol levels above 200 mgs/ 
dl, a level at which the risk of heart disease 
begins to rise sharply. 

(b) About 27 million adults have blood 
cholesterol levels about 260. 

(c) Obesity, which is related to blood cho
lesterol levels, increased 54 percent in chil
dren aged 6-11, and 30 percent in children 
aged 12-17, during the period between 1963 
and 1980. 

(d) Superobesity increased 90 percent in 
the 6-11 years olds and 64 percent in the 12-
17 years olds during the same period. 

(e) Almost 55 million American adults 
have high blood pressure or are being treat
ed for it. 

(f) An additional 2.7 million children aged 
6-17 also have high blood pressure. 

Because fast food chains appeal to a broad 
segment of the population, including chil
dren, and young and middle-aged Ameri
cans, we may have a whole new generation 
of individuals headed for heart disease. 

CURRENT LAWS REQUIRING LABELING OF FAST 
FOODS 

The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act requires that all foods regulated by the 
FDA that are sold in wrappers or containers 
bear ingredient statements of product 
labels. There are similar provisions in food 
products regulated by the USDA. 

In 1979, both these agencies concluded 
that existing laws requiring labels extended 
to fast foods sold in wrappers or containers. 
However, both agencies decided not to en
force those laws for any restaurant food, 
though they indicated that they would reex
amine this policy in the future if needed. 

The AHA believes that the time has come 
for these two agencies to reexamine their 
policies. But even if they do, Sen. Chafee's 
legislation will strengthen their authority to 
require ingredient labeling on fast food. 

The proposed legislation is also supported 
by the U.S. Public Health Service's reports 
on "Promoting Health/Preventing Disease." 
The four objectives in that report, which di
rectly relate to this legislation, are: 

<a> By 1990, the proportion of adults aged 
to 74 with mean serum cholesterol above 
230 mg/dl should be reduced by at least 50 
percent; 

<b> By 1990, the average daily sodium 
intake by adults should be reduced at least 
to the 3 to 6 range; 

<c> By 1990, 70 percent of the adults 
should be able to identify the major foods 
which are: low in fat content, low in sodium 
content, high in calories, high in sugars, 
good sources of fiber; and 

(d) By 1990, the labels of all packaged 
foods should contain useful and nutrient in
formation to enable consumers to select 
diets that promote and protect good health. 
Similar information should be displayed 
where nonpackaged foods are obtained or 
produced. 

Because of these reasons, we believe that 
Sen. Chafee's legislation is both timely and 
reasonable. It will also help educate con
sumers in reading and understanding labels, 
make wiser choices with their food dollars, 
and ultimately reduce their risk of develop
ing heart and blood vessel diseases. 
EXCERPT: HEARING ON THE FISCAL YEAR 1987 

APPROPRIATIONS BILL FOR THE FOOD AND 
DRUG ADMINISTRATION 

FAST FOOD INGREDIENT LABELING 
The Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 

Act requires that all foods regulated by 
FDA that are sold in wrappers or containers 
bear ingredient statements on product 
labels. 21 U.S.C. § 343(i). Similar require
ments are contained in the Federal Meat In
spection Act, 21 U.S.C. § 60l<n)(9) and the 
Poultry Products Inspection Act, 21 U.S.C. 
§ 453(h)(9) for meat and poultry products 
regulated by the U.S. Department of Agri
culture <USDA>. 

With the advent of nationwide chains of 
franchised fast food restaurants in the 
1950s and 1960s, the manner in which much 
restaurant food is prepared and served has 
drastically changed. Each of the thousands 
of fast food establishments is now akin to a 
small, decentralized food manufacturing fa
cility. The composition of the products is 
highly standardized; the variety of foods is 
limited; and most, if not all, foods are served 
in wrappers that could easily accommodate 
ingredient information. 

In 1979, FDA and USDA concluded that 
their statutes' mandatory ingredient label
ing provisions extend to fast foods that are 
sold in wrappers or containers. Food Label
ing Background Papers, p. 13 <1979). Howev
er, the agencies decided not to enforce those 
laws for any restaurant food, though they 
indicated that they would reexamine this 
policy in the future if needed. < 44 Fed. Reg. 
76,000 <1979)) 

Today, with Americans spending nearly 
$50 billion a year in fast food restaurants, 
fast foods provide a significant portion of 
the diets of millions of people. A variety of 
health problems associated with the ingredi
ents in fast foods makes the disclosure of 
those ingredients imperative. Hundreds of 
thousands of Americans are allergic to fast 
food ingredients such as FD&C Yellow Dye 
No. 5 and com-based sweeteners. Many 
others need to avoid certain ingredients, 
such as animal fats, and coconut and palm 
oils, to reduce their risk of heart attack and 
other diet-related diseases. Ingredient dis
closure is the only device that can enable 
these consumers to safely eat fast foods. 

FDA and USDA publicly acknowledged 
the importance of label disclosure of restau
rant ingredients to persons who are allergic 
to ingredients. In the Food Labeling Back
ground Papers, the agencies stated: 

"Sufferers of allergies and persons follow
ing special diets would benefit from ingredi
ent labeling of restaurant foods . . . while 
the actual impact upon health is rather un
certain, the number of people who may 
more easily be able to deal with their health 
problems may be significant." <FLBP, p. 13.) 

More recently, FDA wrote the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms <BATF) and 
urged BATF to require the disclosure of al
cholic beverage ingredients. FDA stated: 

"Once sensitivity to ingested substances 
has been confirmed, however. the most ef
fective way of dealing with the problem is to 
avoid those substances. Because many ingre
dients may be concealed in prepared prod
ucts, reliance on ingredient declaration may 
be the only practicable means for consumers 
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to avoid offending substances." <Memoran
dum from Joseph P. Hile, FDA associate 
Commissioner for Regulatory Affairs, to 
BATF, July 20, 1983 <emphasis added).) 

Furthermore, the principle of mandatory 
ingredient labeling has widespread public 
support. The Heritage foundations, a con
servation think-tank, in its book "Mandate 
For Leadership II," states: 

"The mandatory disclosure of certain in
formation may also prove an effective 
means of achieving regulatory goals. Re
quiring food processors to disclose the use 
of certain additives, for example, allows con
sumers to make a more intelligent choice 
. . . " <"Mandate For Leadership II," The 
Heritage Foundation < 1984), p. 421.) 

For these reasons, and in particular be
cause of the great concern the public now 
has over sensitivity to food ingredients and 
diet-related diseases, CSPI petitioned FDA 
and USDA last June and urged the agencies 
to abandon their historical indifference to 
restaurant ingredient labeling and enforce 
the labeling provisions of their respective 
statutes for fast foods served in packaged 
form. See Attachment 1. Co-petitioners and 
endorsers included the New York State Con
sumer Protection Board, the American Col
lege of Allergists, and the American Dietetic 
Association. In addition, thousands of con
sumers and over 100 health experts have ex
pressed their support for ingredient disclo
sure to the government. USDA denied the 
petition in December, 1985. FDA has not.yet 
responded to the petition. 

Several members of Congress have ex
pressed concern over the government's fail
ure to enforce this vital provision of federal 
law. Following the tragic death of a young 
woman with an allergy to peanuts, who died 
after she unknowingly consumed peanut 
butter that was added to a restaurant's 
chili, Senator John Chafee indicated that 
ingredient information should be available 
to restaurant patrons. Congressional 
Record, March 27, 1986, p. S3756. In addi
tion, after USDA denied the petition, Con
gressman Stephen Solarz wrote then-Secre
tary Block and started that he was "trou
bled by USDA's denial of the petition." See 
Attachment 2. 

We urge this committee to require FDA to 
issue a report to the committee within the 
next several months on the status of the pe
tition. The committee should also express 
its concern over FDA's and USDA's failure 
to enforce their statutes' mandatory ingre
dient disclosure requirements. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 4, 19861 
WHAT'S THE BEEF? 

Consumers' ignorance about fast food is 
hazardous to their health. Yet the Federal 
Government resists efforts to require the 
preveyors of burgers, fries and shakes to dis
close their ingredients. It's therefore up to 
the states to mandate disclosure. New 
York's Consumer Protection Director, Rich
ard Kessel, responds with a sensible 
proposal. 

The Federal Ingredient Label Law already 
requires disclosure on pre-packaged foods 
sold in supermarkets. The Federal Depart
ment of Agriculture has refused to apply 
that law to the standardized products sold 
by fast-food chains, contending this would 
create an unfair burden. 

But the burden on consumers is greater. 
The Center for Science in the Public Inter
est has found that eight of the largest fast
food chains cook french fries and other 
foods in beef tallow, a flavorful shortening 
that is high in saturated fats. And a study 

sponsored by Science Digest found that the 
chicken sandwich widely thought to be low 
in fat may contain as much fat as a pint and 
a half of ice cream. The artificial preserva
tives and food colorings used in fast food are 
of interest to allergy suffers. 

More than 100 scientists and deans of 
medical and health schools recently peti
tioned major fast-food chains to stop using 
heavily saturated fats and to disclose their 
ingredients. But the National Restaurant 
Association objects that listing ingredients 
on fast food wrappers or menus would cause 
"undue anxiety" among customers. The 
chains ask consumers to write for the infor
mation. 

About 46 million people a day are served 
at fast-food restaurants. Forcing disclosure 
would stimulate the chains to compete on 
the basis of content as well as taste. Mr. 
Kessel proposes a New York law demanding 
disclosure on food wrappers or counter signs 
or in a brochure available where food orders 
are taken. The costs would be minimal, the 
benefits substantial. An industry that feeds 
a fifth of the nation's appetites should not 
also feed its suspicions. 

[From the New York Times, Jan. 2, 19861 
LET PEOPLE KNOW WHAT THEY'RE EATING 

<By Michael F. Jacobson> 
Imagine a $50 billion-a-year campaign to 

sabotage Americans' health. Though it 
would never admit it, that is essentially 
what the fast-food industry is doing with its 
slick merchandising of products dunked in 
fat and laced with salt. While it may be un
realistic to expect fast-food restaurants to 
adopt a completely healthful menu, is it too 
much to ask that they label product ingredi
ents so that consumers can at least make in
formed choices about what they eat? 

Actually, current Federal regulations call 
for ingredient labeling of packaged foods, 
but there is some question whether this ap
plies to fast-food restaurants. Last month, 
the Agriculture Department rejected a peti
tion filed by several consumer health groups 
to extend labeling requirements to meat and 
poultry products served in fast-food restau
rants, contending that the practice would be 
expensive, cumbersome and unnecessary. A 
similar petition is now pending before the 
Food and Drug Administration, which is re
sponsible for most fast-food products be
sides meat and poultry. 

A food's ingredients help determine its nu
tritional worth. Only a Rip Van Winkle 
could be unaware that excessive fats, choles
terol and sodium in the American diet con
tribute in a major way to high blood pres
sure and coronary heart disease. Fats also 
appear to promote cancers of the breast, 
colon and other organs. 

Eat a quarter-pound burger, fries and a 
shake and you will ingest an artery-clogging 
15 teaspoons of grease. That is approaching 
the maximum amount of fat that the aver
age person should consume in an entire day. 
Even chicken and fish, the low-fat foods the 
experts say we should eat, will probably be 
deep-fried and loaded with fat at your local 
speed eatery. For instance, at McDonald's a 
small order of Chicken McNuggets or a filet
of-fish sandwich has about twice as much 
fat as a regular hamburger. 

What is worse, many restaurants-includ
ing McDonald's, Burger King and Har
dee's-fry foods in almost pure beef fat 
rather than in liquid vegetable oil. Not only 
are the potatoes, chicken and fish laden 
with fat, but the fat they absorb is also 
highly saturated. 

As if that were not bad enough, tlie high 
sodium content of fast-food meals promotes 
high blood pressure. One out of every two 
Americans develops hypertension by the age 
of 65. High blood pressure triggers strokes 
and heart attacks in hundreds of thousands 
of people annually. 

The National Academy of Sciences recom
mends that adults consume between 1,100 
and 3,300 milligrams of sodium <one-half to 
one and a half teaspoons of salt) per day. A 
single Burger King Whopper or similar 
sandwich contains about 1,000 milligrams of 
sodium. Many fast-food meals easily supply 
a whole day's ration of salt . 

Consumers could make better choices 
among fast foods if they were able to com
pare the ingredients these foods contain. 
But not one fast-food company lists ingredi
ents on its food wrapper. Most will not even 
respond to phone calls and letters request
ing this information. 

Without ingredient listings, how can con
sumers "vote" at the cash register against 
Chicken McNuggets <which contain ground
up chicken skin and are fried in beef fat)? 
How can consumers avoid yellow No. 5, the 
allergy-triggering dye-found in some milk 
shakes and other fast foods-that the 
F.D.A. requires to be listed by name when 
used in packaged grocery products? 

The restaurant industry is totally opposed 
to labeling requirements. Such labeling 
"would create undue anxiety," says the Na
tional Restaurant Association. 

In truth, consumers would be upset if 
labels on restaurant foods revealed the pres
ence of "ground up chicken skin," "sulfur 
dioxide" or "yellow dye No. 5." And that's 
precisely the benefit of ingredient informa
tion. Its mere presence would drive some of 
the most nutritionally worthless products 
right off the market. 

Industry representatives also contend that 
labeling would be both prohibitively expen
sive and impractical. Granted, listing ingre
dients on packages would impose some 
minor expense on chains, as it does now for 
grocery manufacturers. But the cost would 
be small compared to the health benefits, 
and minuscule compared with the chains' 
billion-dollar-a-year advertising barrage. 

As for practicality, many products already 
come in unique packages. And restaurants 
could easily list the ingredients of several 
varieties of sodas and milk shakes on the 
same cup. 

Meals that promote life-threatening dis
eases, double-barreled ad campaigns that 
target children, and a level of secrecy that 
the C.I.A. must envy-all this reflects poorly 
on the ethical standards of the people run
ning the corporate giants that are increas
ingly feeding An1erica. 

One of these days, though, the chief exec
utive of a fast-food chain will recognize that 
people really do want low-cost convenient 
meals that are healthful, not harmful. That 
chain would provide nutritious foods, from 
whole-grained buns to cooked green vegeta
bles to fresh fruits <the salad bars and 
baked potatoes are welcome steps in this di
rection). Its hamburgers would be lean and 
the chicken and fish baked, not fried. The 
chain would brag about its ingredients and 
nutrients rather than hiding them, and it 
would mount a two-fisted comparative ad
vertising campaign that made mincemeat of 
its competitors. 

Such a chain stands to do well by doing 
good. It would prosper while also helping to 
keep its customers out of the coronary care 
unit. 
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[From the New York Times, Dec. 17, 1985] 

NAME THAT FAsT Foon 
Fast-food restaurants, a $47 billion indus

try, supply a large part of the American 
diet. Yet their consumers have little idea of 
the ingredients mixed into their burgers, 
fries and shakes. If they did know, the 
result might well be a healthy change in the 
nation's eating habits. 

A recent study by the Center for Science 
in the Public Interest, a consumer-advocacy 
organization, reported that eight of the 
largest fast-food chains cook french fries 
and other foods in beef tallow, which is high 
in the saturated fats believed to be a leading 
cause of heart disease. Patrons who order a 
chicken sandwich to avoid cholesterol may 
instead get fat and cholesterol equal to 11 
pats of butter. Fast-food patrons are also ex
posed to artificial preservatives and some 
suspect food colorings. Small wonder the 
major fast-food chains prefer not to disclose 
their recipes. 

The center, joined by the New York State 
Consumer Protection Board and others, has 
petitioned the Food and Drug Administra
tion to apply the Federal ingredient label 
law to fast-food chains. Their legal argu
ment is that fast-food outlets are less like 
conventional restaurants and more like re
tailers of standardized products, "packaged" 
because they are sold in wrappers. Should 
that argument fail, the petitioners may seek 
state regulations. 

The fast-food industry recognizes health 
concerns; witness the recent proliferation of 
salad bars. Yet it resists disclosure. The Na
tional Restaurant Association contends that 
listing the ingredients on fast-food wrappers 
or menus would cause "undue anxiety" 
among patrons. It suggests that people with 
food allergies or other dietary concerns 
write to the food companies to obtain specif
ic information. 

If forced to disclose, fast-food outlets 
almost surely would start competing on the 
basis of content as well as taste. Fast food 
need not hide behind slow facts.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 950 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
950, a bill to amend the Communica
tions Act of 1934 to promote fairness 
in telecommunications policy by pro
viding for lifeline telephone service. 

s. 1622 

At the request of Mr. MELCHER, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. CocHRAN], and the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. DECONCINI] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1622, a bill to pro
mote the development of Native Amer
ican Culture and Art. 

s. 1661 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1661, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt cer
tain emergency medical transportation 
from the excise tax on transportation 
by air. 

s. 1820 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from Alaska 
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[Mr. MuRKOWSKI] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1820, a bill to provide fi
nancial assistance to State and local 
educational agencies for the develop
ment and expansion of demonstration 
chemical substance abuse prevention 
programs in the public elementary and 
secondary schools of such agencies, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1941 

At the request of Mr. DENTON, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. SPECTER] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1941, a bill to protect the 
security of the United States by pro
viding for sanctions against any coun
try that provides support for perpetra
tors of acts of international terrorism. 

s. 1965 

At the request of Mr. STAFFORD, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NICKLES], the Senator from Flori
da [Mrs. HAWKINS], the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. KERRY], 
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE], 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
LAXALT], the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
BENTSEN], the Senator from Mississip
pi [Mr. CocHRAN], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. SARBANES], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
ABDNOR], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. DURENBERGER], 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. NuNN], 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
EvANS], the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC
TER], the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
CoHEN], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], and the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1965, a bill 
to reauthorize and revise the Higher 
Education Act of 1984, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 2176 

At the request of Mr. BoREN, the 
names of the Senator from Montana, 
[Mr. BAucusl, and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2176, a bill to 
amend chapter 11 of title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit any former 
high-level Federal civilian officer or 
employee or high-ranking officer of a 
uniformed service from representing 
or advising a foreign principal for a 
period of at least 5 years after leaving 
Government service. 

s. 2183 

At the request of Mr. METZENBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SPECTER] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2183, a bill to improve 
services for individuals with Alzhei
mer's disease and their families. 

s. 2206 

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 
name of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. ANDREWS] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2206, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
repeal the windfall profit tax on crude 
oil. 

s. 2273 

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a CO
sponsor of S. 2273, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
deny the tax exemption for interest on 
industrial development bonds used to 
finance acquisition of farm property 
by foreign persons. 

s. 2286 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. MATSUNAGA], and the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2286, a bill 
to prohibit the sale, donation, or other 
transfer of Stinger antiaircraft mis
siles to democratic resistance forces in 
Afghanistan and Angola unless certain 
conditions are met. 

s. 2327 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
name of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 

s. 2o81 BENTSEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
At the request of Mr. STAFFORD, the S. 2327, a bill to amend the Low

name of the Senator from Michigan Income Home Energy Assistance Act 
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor of 1981 to specify the method of deter
of S. 2081, a bill to reautho.rize the mining State allotments. 
Head Start Act, the Low-Income Home s. 2347 

Energy Assistance Act of 1981, the At the request of Mr. BENTSEN, the 
Community Services Block Grant Act, name of the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
for deferred cost care programs, and GRAMM] was added as a cosponsor of 
for other purposes. S. 2347, a bill to authorize the Corps 

s. 2129 of Engineers to issue permits under 
At the request of Mr. KAsTEN, the the Clean Water Act and the River 

name of the Senator from Pennsylva- and Harbor Act for construction of a 
nia [Mr. HEINZ] was added as a co- water resource project in the State of 
sponsor of S. 2129, a bill to facilitate Texas. 
the ability of organizations to estab- s. 2387 

lish risk retention groups, to facilitate At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the ability of such organizations to the name of the Senator from Idaho 
purchase liability insurance on a [Mr. McCLURE] was added as a cospon
group basis, and for other purposes. sor of S. 2387, a bill to provide relief to 
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State and local governments from Fed- May 18, 1986, through May 24, 1986, 
eral regulation. as "National Food Bank Week". 

s. 2411 

At the request of Mr. D' AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2411, a bill to prohibit 
possession, manufacture, sale, impor
tation, and mailing of ballistic knives. 

s. 2434 

At the request of Mr. HATcH, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. NicKLEs] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2434, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act to require 
the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services to prepare announcements 
for television on the health risks to 
women which result from cigarette 
smoking. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 311 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. SIMON] and the Senator from 
Florida [Mrs. HAWKINS] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
311, a joint resolution designating the 
week beginning November 9, 1986, as 
"National Women Veterans Recogni
tion Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 323 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATo, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
SIMON] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 323, a joint 
resolution to designate May 21, 1986, 
as "National Andrei Sakharov Day". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 326 

At the request of Mr. WALLoP, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. QuAYLE] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 326, a 
joint resolution to proclaim May 21, 
1986, as "Andrei Sakharov Honor and 
Freedom Day". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 333 

At the request of Mr. ANDREWS, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. LEviN], the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. NuNN], the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. ZORINSKY], the 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
RocKEFELLER], the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. NICKLES], the Senator from 
Vermont [Mr. LEAHY], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KERRY], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. ABDNOR], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. McCLURE], the Sena
tor from Minnesota [Mr. BoscHWITZ], 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. DAN
FORTH], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DrxoN], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. WEICKER], the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sena
tor from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP
ERS], and the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE] were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 333, a joint 
resolution designating the week of 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 335 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. HEINZ], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 335, a joint resolution to 
designate May 8, 1986, as "Naval Avia
tion Day". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 337 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
name of the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. ARMSTRONG] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
337, a joint resolution designating May 
18-24, 1986, as "Just Say No to Drugs 
Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 342 

At the request of Mrs. HAWKINS, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. DENTON], the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Sen
ator from Idaho [Mr. SYMMS], and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. MATTING
LY] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 342, a joint 
resolution to designate May 25, 1986, 
as "Missing Children Day". 

SENATE CONCURRRENT RESOLUTION 125 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the 
name of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 125, a concurrent resolution rec
ognizing the achievements of the Ire
land Fund and its founder, Dr. Antho
ny J.F. O'Reilly. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 381 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the name of the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. CHILES] was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 381, a resolution 
expressing the sense of the Senate 
with respect to United States corpora
tions doing business in Angola. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 385 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. HoLLINGS], was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Resolution 385, a 
resolution to express the sense of the 
Senate that certain action be taken to 
end hunger in the United States by 
1990. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 392 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, 
the names of the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. LEAHY], and the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. LEviN] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 392, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate that the people of 
the Republic of Korea should be al
lowed to petition for a constitutional 
amendment to allow for the direct 
election of their president. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 397 

At the request of Mr. QUAYLE, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. BoREN], and the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. ABDNOR] were 

added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu
tion 397, a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding the 
lending practices of multilateral devel
opment banks. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1823 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. HEINZ] was added as a 
cosponsor of amendment No. 1823 in
tended to be proposed to S. 100, a bill 
to regulate interstate commerce by 
providing for a uniform product liabil
ity law, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mrs. KAssEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MELcHER] was withdrawn as 
a cosponsor of amendment No. 1823 
intended to be proposed to S. 100, 
supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1951 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DoDD] was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 1951 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1999, a bill to regulate 
interstate commerce by providing for a 
uniform product liability law, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 405-EX
PRESSING OPPOSITION TO 
THE IMPOSITION OF A FEDER
AL LICENSING FEE FOR 
MARINE SPORTFISHING 
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself and 

Mr. HoLLINGS) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: 

S. RES. 405 
Whereas the President has proposed the 

imposition of a federal licensing fee for rec
reational marine fishermen, to be imple
mented by the Secretary of Commerce; 

Whereas the Administrator of the Nation
al Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
has suggested imposing a similar fee on 
commercial fishermen; 

Whereas the federal revenues raised by 
the proposed fees would not be contributed 
to enhancement of fisheries; 

Whereas the revenues expected to be 
raised would far exceed federal expendi
tures in direct support of recreational fish
eries; 

Whereas there are over seventy million 
recreational fishing trips taken along the 
coastal mainland of the United States annu
ally; 

Whereas commercial and recreational 
fisheries together generate an estimated $27 
billion to the nation's economy, and provide 
employment for an estimated 900,000 indi
viduals; 

Whereas imposition of such a fee would 
discourage growth of the fisheries industries 
in this country, and harm related industries; 

Whereas imposition of such a fee would 
have adverse impacts on state and local 
economies: Now, therefore, be it 
e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
today I am submitting a resolution to 
express the sense of the Senate oppos
ing the imposition of a Federal fishing 
license fee for recreational fishermen. 
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I am pleased to be joined by my distin
guished colleague from South Caroli
na, Senator HoLLINGs, in submitting 
this resolution. 

When the President submitted his 
budget proposal for fiscal year 1987, 
he included a recommendation to im
plement a Federal ocean sportfishing 
license. This proposal would require 
recreational fishermen to obtain a 
Federal license in order to fish off our 
coasts. The fee would be at least $10, 
with $5 going to the general treasury, 
and the remainder to the State in 
which the license was obtained. The 
administration proposes to raise $200 
million in revenues over the next 5 
years through this program. None of 
the Federal revenues generated from 
this fee would serve to enhance fisher
ies. 

Fisheries represent an important 
segment of the economies of coastal 
States. Over 70 million recreational 
fishing trips were taken in the coastal 
waters of the continental United 
States. Combined, recreational and 
commercial fisheries generate an esti
mated $27 billion in the United States, 
and employ approximately 900,000 in
dividuals. 

In my State, New Jersey, fisheries 
play a vital role in the State's econom
ic well-being. An estimated 1.6 million 
salt water recreational fishermen 
reside in New Jersey, while another 1.2 
million tourists come to our State each 
year to fish in the Atlantic coastal 
waters. There are 800 owners of large 
charter marine sportfishing charter 
boats in New Jersey. Recreational fish
eries bring in between $300 and $400 
million each year to the economy of 
New Jersey. 

Mr. President, the imposition of a 
Federal ocean sportfishing license on 
recreational fishermen could have dev
astating impacts on State and local 
economies. In New Jersey, an over
whelming majority of those chartering 
marine fishing vessels do so only once 
each year. If a Federal fee of at least 
$10 is imposed in addition to the cost 
of chartering a vessel, many of these 
one-time fishermen will find a fishing 
trip infeasible. The impact of this on 
charter boat owners, as well as on as
sociated businesses would be severe. 

The administration's proposal raised 
Federal revenues without any benefit 
accruing to the enhancement and en
richment of fisheries. This proposal 
attempts to raise Federal revenues at 
the expense of a small group. The Na
tional Marine Fisheries Service direct
ly spends only about $3 million to en
hance recreational fisheries annually. 
The funds raised through this propos
al would far exceed Federal expendi
tures in this area. Mr. President, this 
amounts to nothing more than a tax 
increase on recreational fishermen 
which is being disguised as a user fee. 

This proposal is inappropriate, and I 

hope the administration will not 
pursue it further. This resolution is 
meant to put the Senate firmly on 
record in opposition to the administra
tion's proposal. I am pleased to have 
Senator HoLLINGS as its original co
sponsor, and urge my colleagues to 
support the resolution.e 
e Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 
today I join with my colleague Senator 
LAUTENBERG to submit a resolution ex
pressing opposition to the administra
tion's proposal to implement an ocean 
sportfishing license. 

The plan would impose a fee of at 
least $10 on the Nation's 17 million 
recreational anglers who fish in our 
coastal waters; $5 of that license fee 
would go the Federal Government. 
The plan would generate hundreds of 
millions of dollars in revenue over the 
next few years. 

Some might call this proposal a 
"user fee." But it is not. If it were, 
then recreational fishermen could 
expect to benefit directly from hun
dreds of millions of dollars in Federal 
services. Yet look at what they are get
ting-the National Marine Fisheries 
Service spends only about $3 million a 
year on programs that directly en
hance and support ocean sportfishing. 
And the administration wants to slash 
this agency's budget, to boot. 

Ocean sportfishermen, who make 
more than 70 million fishing trips 
each year, are already paying for ex
isting programs-through special taxes 
on the marine fuel and recreational 
equipment they purchase. 

Thus, the administration's fishing li
cense proposal is nothing more than a 
scheme to fleece the Nation's recre
ational fishermen of their hard-earned 
money in order to offset deficits they 
didn't create. 

Mr. President, I have said for years 
that we can balance our Federal 
budget if the President and the Con
gress show the discipline necessary to 
do it. We've passed the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings law to force us to 
exercise that discipline. But let us not 
look to hare-brained proposals such as 
this ocean sportfishing license to solve 
our deficit problems. It's not fair, it's 
not right, and it certainly won't get 
the job done.e 

SENATE RESOLUTION 406-HON
ORING THE 125TH ANNIVERSA
RY OF CAMPING IN THE 
UNITED STATES 
Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. 

WEICKER) submitted the following res
olution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 406 
Whereas, in August of 1861, Frederick 

William Gunn, Headmaster of the Gunnery 
School in Washington, Connecticut, set out 
with his students on a forty-mile excursion 

to Welches Point on Long Island Sound in 
the first recorded organized children's 
summer camping experience in the history 
of our nation, and; 

Whereas, the camp at Welches Point pro
moted the development and self-discipline 
of the participants, and was perceived to 
have been a valuable experience for the 
young students and adults who pitched 
tents and lived for two weeks in the out-of
doors, doing their own cooking, fishing, and 
chores, and enjoying songs and stories by 
campfire at night, and; 

Whereas, since those origins in the late 
19th century, organized camping has provid
ed young people with activities designed to 
promote personal growth and development 
skills; to encourage positive behavioral 
change; and to foster the ability to commu
nicate with both other children and adults; 
and; 

Whereas, today over 11,000 camps, in 50 
states, serve four million young Americans 
each year, and; 

Whereas, 1986 is the 125th Anniversary of 
organized camping in the United States; 

Resolved, That due honor and recognition 
be accorded the institution of organized 
camping in its 125th year of existence, with 
the acknowledgement of the contributions 
that organized camping has and continues 
to offer the youth of America, together with 
invaluable opportunities for enhanced 
mental, physical, spiritual, and social devel
opment. 
e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I 
am submitting with my colleague from 
Connecticut [Mr. WEICKER] a Senate 
resolution recognizing and honoring 
the 125th anniversary of organized 
camping in the United States. The 
first organized children's camp was es
tablished in 1861 in Connecticut, at 
Welches Point on Long Island Sound. 
Since that time, summer camp pro
grams, and the summer camp experi
ence, have become available each year 
to 4 million young campers through
out all 50 States. 

Every State in the Nation currently 
enjoys established camping programs 
derived in part from the ideals ad
vanced at Welches Point. With over 
11,000 organized camps in the United 
States today, the summer camp expe
rience has become an important part 
of millions of young lives, and offers 
invaluable opportunities for physical, 
mental, spiritual, and social develop
ment. 

During the week of July 14, 1986, 
125 youths and adults from camps 
throughout the United States will 
recreate the historic 40-mile 1861 Con
necticut walk. They will be joined in 
Milford, CT, on July 17, by an addi
tional crowd of some 2,000, for the na
tionwide great American summer 
campfire. We wish all participants 
safety and success in this celebration. 

I hope that all Members of the 
Senate will join me in a tribute to this 
cornerstone of America's youth in its 
125th anniversary.e 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DRUG EXPORT LEGISLATION 

METZENBAUM AMENDMENT NO. 
1952 

Mr. METZENBAUM proposed an 
amendment to the bill <S. 1848) to 
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to establish conditions 
for the export of drugs; as follows: 

On page 27, beginning with line 17, strike 
out through line 7 on page 28 and insert the 
following: 

"<D> in the case of a drug to be shipped to 
a country on a list established under clause 
{i) of (ii) of paragraph <2><A>-

"(i) an application for approval or licens
ing has been submitted or approved for the 
drug and the drug has not been the subject 
to any action by the Secretary or the Secre
tary of Agriculture denying, withdrawing, or 
suspending approval or licensing on the 
basis of safety or effectiveness or otherwise 
banning the drug; and 

"(ii) such application has not lapsed or 
has not been withdrawn; 

GLENN <AND PROXMIRE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1953 

Mr. GLENN <for himself and Mr. 
PROXMIRE) proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 1949 proposed by Mr. 
METZENBAUM to the billS. 1848, supra; 
as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted, add the following: 

SEc. 9. <a> Not later than December 31 of 
each year, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall prepare for 
the Department of State which, in turn 
shall provide and inform the public and for
eign governments, through their embassies 
in the United States or other appropriate 
means, an annual report which summa
rizes-

< 1) all final agency actions taken during 
the preceding fiscal year with respect to 
banned or severely restricted substances, 
and 

{2) any additional action taken during the 
preceding fiscal year with respect to banned 
or severely restricted substances which were 
first banned or severely restricted during a 
fiscal year prior to the fiscal year covered 
by the report. 

(b)(l) No banned or severely restricted 
substance may be exported from the United 
States unless-

<A> the person intending to export the 
substance from the United States provides 
written notice to the agency reasonsible for 
carrying out the provision of law specified 
in subsection (c) which is applicable to the 
substance, prior to the first shipment to a 
country after regulatory action, stating 
such person's intent to export the substance 
and the intended country of destination; 
and <d> in addition, notice be made to for
eign embassies of all final regulatory actions 
at the time they are taken. 

<B> the agency provides the Secretary of 
State with a statement concerning the sub
stance which contains-

<i> the name of the substance; 
<ii> a summary of any action taken by the 

agency with respect to the substance, in
cluding a description of the grounds for 

such action and a citation of the statutory 
authority for such action; 

(iii) a description of the determined risks 
to human health or safety or to the environ
ment that may result from the use of the 
substance; and 

(iv) a specification of the officer or em
ployee of the agency who may be contacted 
by the government of any foreign country 
to which the substance is intended to be ex
ported in order to obtain additional infor
mation about the substance; and 

<C> the Secretary of State delivers a copy 
of the statement submitted under subpara
graph <B> to an appropriate official in the 
embassy of the country of destination or 
transmits it to such country by other appro
priate means. 

<2><A> The provisions of paragraph (1) 
shall supersede any other provision of the 
law to the extent such provision is inconsist
ent with paragraph < 1>. 

<B> No law enacted after the date of the 
enactment of this Act shall supersede this 
subsection unless it does so in specific terms, 
referring to this Act and declaring that the 
new law supersedes the provisions of this 
subsection. 

<C> Nothing in this subsection authorizes 
the disclosure to the public of bona fide 
trade secrets or other confidential business 
information. 

(c) For the purpose of this section, the 
term "banned or severly restricted sub
stance" means-

(1) a food or class of food which-
<A> is adulterated, as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 402 <a> or (c) <21 
U.S.C. 342 <a> or (c)), or 

<B> is in violation of emergency permit 
controls issued under section 404 <21 U.S.C. 
344). 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act; 

{2) a drug which is-
<A> is adulterated as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 501 (a), (b), (c), 
or (d) (21 U.S.C. 351 (a), (b), (C), or (d)). 

<B> misbranded, as defined by rules or 
orders issued under section 502(j) <21 U.S.C. 
352(j)), or 

<C> a new drug or new animal drug for 
which an approval is not in effect under sec
tion 505 <21 U.S.C. 355) or section 512 (21 
U.S.C. 360), respectively. 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic 
Act; 

{3) an antibiotic drug which has not been 
certified under section 507 <21 U.S.C. 357) of 
the Federal Food, :c rug, and Cosmetic Act: 

(4) a drug contai~ing insulin which has 
not been certified under section 506 <21 
U.S.C. 356) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act; 

(5) a device which-
<A> is adulterated, as defined by rules or 

orders issued under section 50Ha> <21 U.S.C. 
35Ha)), 

<B> is misbranded, as defined by rules or 
orders issued under section 502(j) (21 U.S.C. 
352(j)). 

<C> does not conform with a performance 
standard issued under section 514 <21 U.S.C. 
360d). 

<D> has not received premarket approval 
under section 515 (21 U.S.C. 360e), or 

<E) is banned under section 516 (21 U.S.C. 
360f), of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act; 

(6) a cosmetic which is adulterated, as de
fined by rules or orders issued under section 
601 <21 U.S.C. 361) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

<7> a food additive or color additive which 
is deemed unsafe within the meaning of sec
tion 409 <21 U.S.C. 348> or section 706 <21 
U.S.C. 376), respectively, of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; 

<8> a biological product which has been 
propagated or manufactured and prepared 
at an establishment which does not hold a 
license as required by section 351 <42 U.S.C. 
262) of the Public Health Service Act; 

(9) an electronic product which does not 
comply with a performance standard issued 
under section 358 (42 U.S.C. 263f) of the 
Public Health Service Act: 

< 10) a consuimer product which-
<A> does not comply with a consumer 

product safety standard adopted under sec
tions 7 and 9 <15 U.S.C. 2056 and 2058) other 
than one relating solely to labeling, 

<B> has been declared to be a banned haz
ardous product under sections 8 and 9 < 15 
U.S.C. 2057 and 2058), 

<C> presents a substantial product hazard 
under section 15 <15 U.S.C. 2064), or 

<D> is an imminently hazardous consumer 
product under section 12 <15 U.S.C. 2061>, 
of the Consumer Product Safety Act; 

< 11 > a fabric, related material, or product 
which does not comply with a flammability 
standard <other than one related to label
ing) adopted under section 4 <15 U.S.C. 
1193) of the Flammable Fabrics Act; 

<12> a product which is a banned hazard
ous substance <including a children's article) 
under sections 2 and 3 <15 U.S.C. 1261 and 
1262) of the Federal Hazardous Substances 
Act; 

<13><A> a pesticide which, on the basis of 
potential risks to human health or safety or 
to the environment, 

{i) has been denied registration for all or 
most signficiant uses under section 3(c)(6) <7 
U.S.C. 136a<c><6», 

(ii) has been classified for restricted use 
under section 3(d)(1)(C) (7 U.S.C. 
136a(d){l)(C)), 

(iii) has had its registration canceled for 
suspended for all or most significant uses 
under section 6 <7 U.S.C. 136d), 

(iv> has been proceeded against and seized 
under section 13(b)(3) <7 U.S.C. 136k), or 

<v> has not had its registration canceled, 
but requires an acknowledgement statement 
under section 17(a)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136o(a)(2)), 
of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act, or 

<B> a pesticide chemical for which a toler
ance has been denied or repealed under sec
tion 408 (21 U.S.C. 346<a)) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; and 

<14) a chemical substance or mixture-
<A> which is subject to an order or injunc

tion issued under section 5(f)(3) <15 U.S.C. 
2604(f)(3 )), 

<B> which is subject to a requirement 
issued under section 6(a)(l), 6(a)(2), 6(a)(5), 
or 6(a)(7) <15 U.S.C. 2605(a)(l), 2605(a)(2), 
2605<a><5>, or 2605(a)(7)), or 

<C> for which a civil action has been 
brought and relief granted under section 7 
(15 u.s.c. 2606), 
of the Toxic Substances Control Act. 

METZENBAUM AMENDMENT NO. 
1954 

Mr. METZENBAUM proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1848, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 35, beginning with line 4, strike 
out through line 17 on page 37 and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

I 
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"(8)(A) If at any time the Secretary or the 

Secretary of Agriculture determines, with 
respect to a drug which is authorized to be 
shipped under this subsection, that such 
drug is present in a country to which ship
ment is not authorized under this subsec
tion, the Secretary or the Secretary of Agri
culture, as the case may be, shall-

"(i) immediately prohibit the shipment of 
such drug from the United States to any 
country; 

"(ii) give the person shipping the drug 
from the United States prompt notice of 
such determination and prohibition; and 

"(iii) afford such person an opportunity 
for an expedited hearing. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I 
wish to announce that the Committee 
on Rules and Administration will meet 
in SR-301, Russell Senate Office 
Building, on Wednesday, May 14, 1986, 
at 9:30 a.m., to conduct a business 
meeting. 

On the legislative agenda, the com
mittee will be considering two bills 
concerning official mail costs <S. 2255 
and S. 2272>; an original bill to author
ize appropriations for the Federal 
Election Commission for fiscal year 
1987; Senate Concurrent Resolution 
123, to permit the 1986 Special Olym
pics Torch Relay to be run through 
the Capitol Grounds; and two printing 
resolutions for the House of Repre
sentatives <H. Con. Res. 288 and H. 
Con. Res. 301>. 

Administrative business scheduled to 
be considered includes the following: 
use of the official office expense ac
count to defray the cost of drug test
ing for Senate staff; the budget for 
the Medvid investigation by the Hel
sinki Commission; the majority lead
er's proposal for the use of Hart 
Subway during rollcall votes; long dis
tance toll charges; and secure tele
phones for the Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 

For further information concerning 
this meeting, please contact Carole 
Blessington of the Rules Committee 
staff on x40278. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

SWEEDENS SWAMP 
• Mr. KASTEN. Mr. President, early 
next week, the EPA will determine 
whether to veto an Army Corps of En
gineer's decision to authorize a permit 
to fill a wetland known as Sweedens 
Swamp. This single decision may be 
the straw that breaks the camel's 
back, prompting me and many of my 
colleagues to raise serious questions 
about the future of the U.S. Wetlands 
Protection Program. 

Wetlands protection is a critical 
issue on the national environmental 
agenda. Wetlands are vital natural re
sources. They maintain water quality, 

provide flood control, protect against 
erosion, and support ground water re
charge and water supply. Additionally, 
they provide the habitat and breeding 
ground for thousands of plant and 
animal species. 

Wisconsin once had 7.5-10 million 
acres of wetlands. Today, less than 
one-third of these remain. Valuable 
Wisconsin resources will be lost if this 
national protection program is weak
ened. Wisconsin's wetlands support a 
highly productive fisheries industry 
and are vital to many rare and endan
gered plant and animal species. These 
wetlands also recharge ground water, 
store valuable nutrients, treat 
wastewater, supply water, and help to 
control flooding. It is necessary that 
wetlands targeted for development ac
tivities are accorded the level of scruti
ny required by the individual permit 
process. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
establishes the wetlands protection 
program by charging the Army Corps 
with the duty of issuing permits to de
velopers for eligible projects seeking to 
fill such sites. While the Army Corps 
initially issues the permits, the EPA is 
directed by Congress to promulgate 
guidelines for the corps to follow. The 
EPA is also directed to assume final 
review and veto authority over permit 
decisions. 

Poor administration of section 404 
has led to congressional hearings on 
this matter. Let us recall the contro
versy surrounding Robert Dawson's 
nomination because of his track record 
with the 404 Program. Assurances 
were received by the Senate that Mr. 
Dawson would uphold the integrity of 
the program. It is evident that this is 
not his intention. Recently, the Corps' 
Washington headquarters overrode 
the New England Corps' recommenda
tion to deny a shopping mall develop
er's permit. If EPA abdicates its re
sponsibilities by failing to uphold sec
tion 404, reinterpretation of EPA's 
guidelines will fly in the face of con
gressional intent and will destroy the 
Wetlands Protection Program. 

The guidelines establish a "water de
pendency test" which assumes "practi
cable alternatives" exist if the project 
is not water dependent. A shopping 
mall is clearly not water dependent. 
The developer also contends that in 
order for an alternative to be practica
ble, it must first meet the developer's 
criteria. Such an approach would 
allow developers to create a "wish list" 
of criteria that only their wetland site 
could meet. 

The developer, Pyramid Corp., of
fered a mitigation proposal to repli
cate the wetland at a sand and gravel 
pit. Although the status of this tech
nology is questionable, the critical 
issue at hand is the interpretation of 
the 404 guidelines. The guidelines do 
not offer mitigation as a remedy for 
destroying wetlands when viable alter-

natives exist. If developers are allowed 
to destroy wetlands with the promise 
of building replacements, the Natural 
Wetland Protection Program should 
be renamed "The Swamp Swap." 

I call upon Mr. Thomas, as do a 
number of my colleagues, to uphold 
the guildelines it promulgated by veto
ing the developer's permit to destroy a 
Red Maple Swamp in order to con
struct a shopping mall in its place.e 

STATEMENT OF ROGER 
WILKINS ON SOUTH AFRICA 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, one of 
the more thoughtful observers on the 
American scene is Roger Wilkins, pro
fessor of history at George Mason Uni
versity and a senior fellow at the Insti
tute for Policy Studies. 

He recently testified before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee. I 
read his testimony, and it deserves dis
tribution beyond the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, meaning no disre
spect to that committee. 

Professor Wilkins' beliefs can be 
summed up in two questions and two 
answers which he provides here: "Is a 
disastrous outcome in South Africa 
and in the region inevitable? I believe 
not. Can a new American policy make 
a difference? I believe so." 

I share his beliefs and so do many 
others in this Nation and in other na
tions. 

But the present drifting or, as Mr. 
Wilkins describes it, our "befuddled 
American acquiescence to the status 
quo," will not avoid that disaster. 

The reality is that institutional 
racism either changes peacefully, or it 
changes violently, and if it changes 
violently, that violence is not con
tained within the boundaries of any 
one country. That is the lesson of his
tory. That is the lesson of Hitler and 
Germany. How many times do we need 
to relearn that lesson? Or will we ever 
learn it? 

I hope that we can start moving, and 
moving soon, toward a more sensible 
policy. 

I ask that the Roger Wilkins testi
mony be inserted in the REcORD. 

The testimony follows: 
STATEMENT OF ROGER WILKINS 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit
tee-my name is Roger Wilkins. I am Senior 
Fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, a 
Commonwealth Professor of Hitory at 
George Mason University and a member of 
the Executive Committee of the Free South 
Africa Movement. It is in that latter capac
ity that I testify here today. 

For further purposes of identification, I 
would like to add that more than twenty 
years ago, in the Kennedy Administration, I 
served as Special Assistant to the Adminis
trator of AID and bore special responsibility 
for African programs. During the Nixon 
presidency, I turned down an offer to be 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Af
rican Affairs and at the inception of the 
Carter Administration, I declined an offer 
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to become Assistant Secretary of State for 
African Affairs. I submit this identifying 
material because many journalists and a 
number of other observers have attempted 
to dismiss the Free South Africa Movement 
as a group of frustrated civil rights activits 
in search of a cause. That obervation pro
ceeded from the simple observation that 
each member of the Executive Committee 
of this movement-Mary Frances Berry, 
Walter E. Fauntroy, Sylvia Hill, William 
Lucy, Randall Robinson and l-is black. But 
all of us are full human beings with a varie
ty of public policy impulses and histories 
which include, in the case of all of my col
leagues, as long and deep an involvement 
with African issues as my own. 

I submit this testimony in support of HR 
997 offered by Rep. Dellums of California 
which would impose strict prohibitions on a 
broad range of economic exchanges with 
South Africa and in support of HR 2589 of
fered by Rep. Schroeder of Colorado, which 
would prohibit the exploitation of the na
tional resources of Namibia. I also support 
H.R. 4276 offered by Rep. Hamilton of Indi
ana, which, as I understand it, would re
quire Congressional debate on and approval 
of any U.S. government support for para
military operations in Angola. 

I need not rehearse for you the details of 
the brutal oppression, the theft of life, the 
theft of labor, the theft of childhood and 
the theft of human joy that is the official 
policy and practice of the apartheid regime 
in Pretoria. That regime changes its rheto
ric every two months or so, but its purposes 
remain constant: The maintenance of white 
domination in South Africa and of South 
African hegemony in all of Southern Africa. 
To that end, black South Africans are being 
killed at a rate of 4 or 5 a day and South Af
rica's neighbors must endure both the con
stant threat of brutal cross-border raids by 
the mighty South African military forces 
and South African-supported subversion, 
which now has American approval and ma
terial support in Angola. 

We in the Free South Africa Movement 
want the killings to stop and a true peaceful 
national political process to begin in South 
Africa. We want Namibia to be freed of 
South Africa's illegal and exploitative stran
glehold. We want the bloody turbulence in 
the entire region to end, and we want a 
prompt termination of the new U.S. mili
tary alliance with South Africa in Angola. 

None of those evils will end until apart
heid ends and the bloody security apparatus 
that sustains and defends it is dismantled. 
Apartheid and its enforcement mechanisms 
are the rogue elephants of Southern Africa. 
We now know that carrots do not pacify 
apartheid's appetite. Constructive engage
ment has failed. The apartheid regime has 
not understood sweet talk. 

Constructive engagement was doomed 
from the start because it sought to pacify 
the region around the edges of South Africa 
without facing apartheid directly and with
out engaging black South Africans or their 
aspirations. Constructive engagement at
tempted to free Namibia, get the Cubans 
out of Angola, and pacify South Africa's 
borders with Mozambique, Botswana and 
Lesotho. Under constructive engagement, 
the capital of Lesotho has been raided and 
its government overthrown; the capital of 
Botswana has been raided; a revolt in Mo
zambique has been supported by South 
Africa despite its agreement not to do so; 
South Africa's iron grip on Namibia has not 
slackened and now the rebels it has support
ed in Angola threaten private U.S. assets 

there with sophisticated weapons supplied 
by the U.S. The Cubans, of course, have not 
gone home, and Angola has turned away 
from the U.S. to look to the U.N. as the 
principal hope for its political future. In 
South Africa blood and death at an unprec
edented level speak eloquently to the world 
and to black South Africans about the bank
ruptcy of current American policy. 

In my debates with him, the South Afri
can Ambassador has charged that those of 
us who urge strict sanctions against Pretoria 
are seeking to punish the country. That is 
wrong. It is the pretoria regime itself that is 
punishing the country. By continuing its at
tempts to batter the thirst for freedom out 
of its black population, Pretoria is poisoning 
its country's future, killing its children, em
bittering its youth, radicalizing its politics 
and building, death-by-death, the stage for 
future death and destruction that will horri
fy the world. Its feverish repression has 
turned South Africa into an efficient facto
ry for the production of radicals who are 
anti-white, anti-American, Anti-capitalist. 
The contrast between the hero's reception 
given to Sen. Robert F. Kennedy in the late 
sixties and Sen. Edward M. Kennedy last 
year-where he was hooted off some plat
forms-speaks not to differences between 
the two Senators, but to the new anti-Amer
icans engendered by the Reagan Adminis
tration's gift of comfort to Pretoria and the 
continued support provided by substantial 
U.S. private economic activity there. 

Is a disasterous outcome in South Africa 
and in the region inevitable? I believe not. 
Can a new American policy make a differ
ence? I believe so. Those who announce 
smugly that this is a problem that the 
South Africans themselves will settle are 
telling a partial truth for selfish or coward
ly reasons. Of course, South Africans them
selves will ultimately determine the future 
course of their country. But that does not 
answer the intermediate questions of how 
long it will take and how much more blood 
will be spilled in the shaping of that out
come. Those who snuggle comforably under 
the "South Africans themselves" shelter do 
so either because it is still very profitable to 
do business as usual in South Africa or be
cause they fear the results of unleashing 
democratic forces there. They also arrogant
ly ignore the powerful appeals for outside 
help from such courageous South Africans 
as Winnie Mandela and Desmond Tutu. 

Those South African appeals for help are 
based on a rock of knowledge forged by 
daily experience that tells people like Man
dela and Tutu that the apartheid regime 
will not listen to reason even when that 
reason is in the long-term interests, not just 
of the people it rules by brute force, but 
also of that minority it actually represents. 
A distinguished American professor whore
cently returned from South Africa told me 
that every businessman in South Africa to 
whom he spoke had the same political pre
scription for the government: Repeal the 
apartheid laws; repeal the security laws; 
free Nelson Mandela and other political 
prisoners; unban the ANC and enter into po
litical negotiations with the blacks. But, he 
reported, the government won't listen to 
them. They say it only began to cock an ear 
slightly when foreign banks refused last 
summer to roll over South Africa's short
term debt. Rhetorical abhorrance of apart
heid won't get Pretoria to the bargaining 
table, but economic sanctions that are felt 
inside the country have a real chance of 
working. The apartheid regime listens when 
it is cracked over the skull with the prospect 
of a disintegrating economy. 

All whites in South Africa are not alike. 
All Afrikaaners are not alike. There are 
whites-Afrakaaners and English speakers
who understand that there is a better path 
to the future that one paved with the dead 
bodies of South African citizens. Right now, 
in the context of a befuddled American ac
quiescence in the status quo, some, like the 
businessmen mentioned above, lack the 
punch to make their views felt and others 
lack the courage or the political motivation 
to form views that are in their own interests 
and to make them known. The only white 
opposition the Pretoria government has to 
listen to just now is on its right. This need 
not always be so. Strong and effective U.S. 
sanctions, I believe, would enlarge and em
bolden the now latent and impotent moder
ate white opposition. They would, in my 
judgment, open up South African politics 
and hasten the day when peaceful negotia
tion rather than brutal repression is the 
central fact in South African political life. 

By grasping this option, the U.S. govern
ment can move forward on a line where mo
rality and long-term U.S. political interests 
converge. We would be helping to put an 
end to one of the most repressive regimes on 
earth while replacing the growing enmity of 
the people who will surely chart South AF
rica's future with their respect and perhaps 
even their affection. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.e 

BOSTON URBAN GARDENERS 
e Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to recog
nize Boston Urban Gardeners, an orga
nization which has made significant 
contributions to fostering a sense of 
community in Boston neighborhoods. 
The organization brings together 
neighbors to work on a common goal, 
it provides low-income senior citizens a 
valuable recreational and social activi
ty, it helps prevent neighborhood 
crime, and it provides nutritional food 
for people who might otherwise not be 
able to afford it. Boston Urban Gar
deners is a clear example of a public
private partnership that improves the 
quality of neighborhood life and works 
to everyone's benefit. The organiza
tion is an important model for other 
cities and deserves commendation and 
attention. 

Charlotte Kahn, executive director 
of Boston Urban Gardeners, recently 
testified before the President's Com
mission on Americans Outdoors on the 
importance of her organization. I ask 
that her testimony be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The testimony follows: 
PRESIDENT'S COMMISSION ON AMERICANS 

OUTDOORS, PuBLIC HEARING, BOSTON, MA, 
APRIL 3, 1986 

, <Presented by Charlotte Kahn, Executive 
Director, Boston Urban Gardeners) 

Boston Urban Gardeners began in 1976 as 
a volunteer organization dedicated to the 
creation and support of community gardens 
in Boston's low-income neighborhoods. 
Boston currently contains well over 100 
community gardens. Through our efforts 
and the hard work of Boston residents, 
more than one million dollars worth of 
fresh produce is grown annually by those 
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who most need it. In addition, gardeners get 
exercise outdoors, can socialize with neigh
bors they may not have known before and 
provide the "eyes on the street" so essential 
to neighborhood safety and cohesion. The 
majority of Boston's urban gardeners are 
senior citizens; the vast majority are people 
of very limited income. 

We also work closely with neighborhood 
multi-service centers, community develop
ment corporations and city and state agen
cies to rebuild and upgrade the quality of 
life in Boston's neighborhoods. For the past 
three years we have provided a very success
ful training program to unemployed Boston 
residents in landscape construction and 
urban land management, and are now offer
ing training programs to Southeast Asian 
refugees and senior citizens in landscape 
management to help them participate in 
Boston's downtown development boom. 
These programs and others like them com
plement more conventional parks and recre
ation programs, providing an essential ele
ment of economic development to low 
income neighborhoods. We also work closely 
with other recreation and urban open space 
organizations to ensure that urban residents 
have access to a full range of active and pas
sive recreational opportunities. 

I personally, like many of my colleagues, 
spent several years working more than full
time as a volunteer, supporting myself at a 
minimal level with a part-time job. Those 
years were exhilarating, rewarding, success
ful and finally, exhausting and untenable as 
a strategy for a long-term commitment to 
enhancing the quality of life in Boston's low 
income communities. 

Briefly, I would like to argue that volun
teerism at best can supplement and comple
ment but never substitute for the govern
ment's role in the provision of access to rec
reational lands and programs. 

Particularly as regards recreational pro
grams for low income people, volunteerism 
has serious limitations. It takes a great deal 
of time and money to be poor. People on low 
or fixed incomes do not have the luxury of 
sending out their laundry or bringing in 
babysitters and housekeepers to enable 
them to volunteer their time. Nevertheless, 
may people of low income are remarkably 
active in their churches, community gardens 
and neighborhood associations. The gener
osity of the poor is well known. However, to 
expect people of low income to take on roles 
traditionally and successfully performed by 
government agencies would in my experi
ence be an exploitative, irresponsible, and fi
nally, unsuccessful strategy for the provi
sion of essential recreational opportunities 
in urban areas. 

In particular, I would point to the federal 
Urban Parks Recovery Action Program, the 
Land and Water Fund, Community Develop
ment Block Grants, summer youth pro
grams, and the National Park Service and 
urban mass transit as critical federal contri
butions. Without them, access to and full 
use of recreational land would be severely 
restricted. 

Volunteerism, city and state programs, 
and private sector involvement must have a 
solid base and vision on which to build. Cre
ative federal incentives and programs will 
continue to attract committed, generous and 
hardworking volunteers-with all of the 
new initiatives and supplementary resources 
required to reinvigorate our recreational 
lands and programs. 

However, as a society which contains both 
unprecedentedly mobile and tragically dis
advantaged populations, the federal govern-

ment must provide the overview, incentives 
and resources to equitably address our re
gion's diverse recreational needs. 

<Note: Charlotte Kahn is also President of 
the Boston GreenSpace Alliance, a coalition 
of more than 45 organizations concerned 
with the natural environment and outdoor 
recreational opportunities in Boston's 
neighborhoods.) • 

THE CRISIS IN SOUTH AFRICA 
e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Chi
cago Defender has provided constant 
and quality coverage of the ongoing 
crisis in South Africa. Recently the 
newspaper published a "Letter to the 
Editor" which underscores the need 
for the United States to continue to 
pressure the South African Govern
ment to change its apartheid policies. 
The letter raises an issue of increasing 
concern: that the repression practiced 
by the South African Government 
against its black citizens includes tor
ture and imprisonment of that coun
try's most vulnerable group-black 
children. Not only must we be aware 
of this horror, we must use every tool 
we have at our disposal to stop it. I ask 
that the letter be printed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
URGES SPLIT OF UNITED STATES AND SOUTH 

AFRICA 

DEAR EDITOR: The South African Ambas
sador to Britain, Dennis Worral, was quoted 
recently in the Chicago Tribune as having 
said, "There are instances in South Africa 
of persons, particularly youngsters, being 
subjected to torture in detention." His state
ment was buried in a longer article as if this 
latest barbarism should be considered 
normal behavior. Civilized people do not 
torture children. 

The South African Ambassador's calm ac
knowledgement of what is done in South Af
rican prisons cannot cleanse the reality of 
such savagery as if to say, "Yes, we torture 
and kill kids, and, oh yes, how was the stock 
market today, and, Dear, when will dinner 
be ready?" 

War is war, but a war against children? Is 
there no more horror in horror. Are we a 
people so jaded that we can no longer cry 
out against brutality. Or is it because the 
Blackness of these children's skins is sup
posed to provide immunity to pain when 
they are tortured? 

Is the South African Ambassador to be 
given a prize for his truthfulness, or do we 
just hope that he will go away since know
ing about these savage acts makes us accom
plices if we refuse to sound the alarm. 

Perhaps Franz Augerbach, the former 
president of the respected South African In
stitute of Race Relations, is correct in his 
statement to the Daily Mail of Johannes
burg. He said, "If I were Black the figure of 
1,200 dead in civil unrest-two-thirds at the 
hands of forces of law and order-might 
start looking like attempted genocide. It is 
(instead> the result of applying a military 
solution to a problem that needs a political 
solution." 

We Americans, according to a recent 
Gallup Poll, are growing more sympathetic 
and supportive of South African Blacks. Of 
Americans watching the situation in South 
Africa, 73 percent said their sympathies lie 
with the Black population. This is up from 

63 percent in October 1985 and 67 percent 
in August 1985. Only 12 percent sided with 
the South African government. 

Yet President Reagan applauded the 
South African president at a national press 
conference on April 9, 1986. He said, "Presi
dent Botha wants change and has made a 
number-taken a number of steps, as many 
as he can get away with. It's just like me 
dealing with the Hill up here." Mr. Reagan 
said further, "He has agreed with us that he 
finds the past system repugnant and is 
trying to get changes as quickly as possible." 

Children are being tortured. It is not like 
"dealing with the Hill." Women whipped, 
dragged out by their feet, American mission
aries beaten in front of churches, and 
churchgoers gassed by a regime that the 
American people have turned against. Yet 
President Reagan, who is grandiloquent 
about the sancitity of the family, apologizes 
for a regime that tortures children. 

Americans are decent people, and we love 
our children. Tonight, when we, who are 
parents, tuck our children into bed, hopeful
ly in ones that are warm and safe, we should 
recall that our government is in bed with a 
regime that admits torturing children, and 
says, in effect, "So what?" 

If circumstances were different, those bru
talized children could be our own. 

I am a father. I love my children, and I 
love to see the happiness of other children. 
Children have the right to happiness. Any 
regime that tortures children, kills hope, 
happiness and life, must be excluded from 
the circle of humanity. Americans must say, 
"Enough. We do not join hands with child
torturers and killers. We will not be silent 
accomplices.'' 

EDWARD L. PALMER, 
President, Black Press Institute.e 

RICHARD L. COX, JR., RECEIVES 
LAW DEGREE 

(By request of Mr. DoLE, the follow
ing statement was ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD:) 
e Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. President, it is 
a pleasure to have this opportunity to 
recognize the accomplishments of Mr. 
Richard L. Cox, Jr., U.S. marshal for 
the middle district of Florida. 

Richard Cox, a resident of Tampa, 
recently received his law degree from 
the Stetson University College of Law. 
Mr. Cox was able to complete this rig
orous course of study by taking annual 
leave to attend mandatory classes and 
working nights and weekends. Because 
of his outstanding efforts, he is now 
one of nine U.S. marshals nationwide 
with a law degree. For this I congratu
late him. 

Richard has displayed great dedica
tion and drive throughout his career. 
He is graduate of the U.S. Military 
Academy at West Point and served 20 
years in the Army attaining the rank 
of lieutenant colonel. He has obtained 
a master of business degree from the 
University of Tennessee, has complet
ed all the course work for a doctorate 
in economics, and has done postgradu
ate work in the area of managerial 
studies. Mr. Cox has also completed 
studies and received a certificate in 
criminology and law enforcement, and 



10432 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 13, 1986 
taught as an adjunct professor at the 
University of South Florida, Florida 
State University, and the University of 
Tampa. These achievements are repre
sentative of Richard's character. I ask 
my colleauges to join me in congratu
lating Mr. Richard L. Cox, Jr., U.S. 
marshal for the middle district of 
Florida.e 

MOYNIHAN ON LAROUCHE, 
STOCKMAN, COURAGE, AND 
CONVICTIONS 

e Mr. HART. Mr. President, the 
recent issue of the New Republic in
cludes an excellent article by our col
league, Senator DANIEL PATRICK MOY
NIHAN. 

Senator MoYNIHAN has identified a 
subtle and compelling connection be
tween two troubling developments in 
American political life: The recent 
electoral successes by adherents of the 
insidious LaRouche sect and the rev
elations by the architect of Reagan
omics, David Stockman. The connec
tion drawn by the senior Senator from 
New York involves the breakdown of 
the ideological immune systems of the 
Democratic and Republican Parties. 

Senator MoYNIHAN is a soldier of 
conscience from both battles. He was 
an early and outspoken critic of the 
LaRouche sect, and helped drive them 
out of the Democratic Party in New 
York when the prevailing attitude of 
some officials was benign somnolence. 
On Reaganomics, the record is equally 
clear: From the very beginning, Sena
tor MoYNIHAN warned us that the 
math didn't work; that a defense 
buildup couldn't be paid for with a tax 
cut; that the promises of lasting pros
perity and a balanced budget would 
not be realized, and that this prejudice 
masquerading as a philosophy was de
signed to undermine progressive gov
ernment by people who hated govern
ment. 

In both instances, Senator MoYNI
HAN was right, and right early. 

Mr. President, I commend this arti
cle, "Political Aids: Sick of Stockman 
and LaRouche," to all of our col
leagues. I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
POLITICAL AIDS: SICK OF STOCKMAN AND 

LAROUCHE 

Political life in this century has been 
much influenced by esoteric and even con
cealed ideological movements. In common 
usage, ideology is taken to mean opinion, 
perhaps strongly held opinion. But it is 
something more: a kind of secular religion. 
As a largely apolitical society, the United 
States has not generated much by way of 
ideology. Various institutions, such as the 
labor unions, have had to ward off assault 
from assorted Marxist movements. But our 
political parties have been left largely un
troubled. Now, though, this is changing. 
Our ideological immune system is not work
ing very well in either party. 

First the Democrats. The neo-fascist, Jew
baiting, conspiratorial ideas of Lyndon H. 

LaRouche Jr. pose an extraordinary danger 
to the Democratic Party. Not only have 
LaRouche candidates won the primary vic
tories for lieutenant governor and secretary 
of state in Illinois, but this faction has made 
its way virtually unopposed into the Demo
cratic congressional campaigns across the 
country. 

This latest phase in the LaRouche move
ment began in New York City in 1981, when 
a LaRouche candidate entered the Demo
cratic primary contest for mayor and was af
forded all the honors and dignities attend
ant upon a legitimate aspirant to the party's 
nomination. This gave LaRouche a previous
ly unimaginable legitimacy. John LoCicero, 
a political strategist for Mayor Koch in the 
1981 campaign, said the LaRouche candi
date's bona fides wasn't challenged because 
"it's not part of the democratic process." 
This is an honorable sentiment but calami
tously wrong. The level of political literacy 
among the New York Democratic leaders 
was so low that no one understood who the 
LaRouchies were. They spoke a political 
language that the political classes of the 
city simply did not understand. When the 
LaRouche candidate was challenged by an
other "insurgent," on the ground of non-ad
herence to the principles of the Democratic 
Party, a state judge ruled that such a 
charge had to come from a party official. 
Which did not happen. 

In 1982 a LaRouche candidate announced 
he would challenge me in the Democratic 
senatorial primary. We fought him from 
day one. A group of highminded New 
Yorkers had formed what Hodding Carter 
calls a "Fair Play for LaRouche Commit
tee." That outfit suggested that my cam
paign manager, Tim Russert, had engaged 
in unfair campaign practices when he called 
the LaRouche movement "anti-Semitic." 
Our battle may have seemed quixotic to the 
political classes. They are rarely comforta
ble with ideological battle <which is more a 
disability than a dishonor>. We declared 
that ideas matter to us, and I think the 
voters responded that ideas matter to them 
as well. We won handily. 

And now to the Republican Party. I 
argued in these pages two-and-a-half years 
ago <"Reagan's Bankrupt Budget," Decem
ber 31, 1983) that the unprecedented triple
digit deficits beginning in President Rea
gan's second year in office were deliberately 
created to force a great reduction in the size 
and activities of the federal government. 
Few believed me. More, perhaps, believed 
Friedrich von Hayek, mentor to a genera
tion of conservative economists. Asked 
about our deficits by an Austrian magazine, 
von Hayek said in 1985 that he regretted 
them, but added: " ... one of Reagan's ad
visers told me why the President has per
mitted [the deficits] to happen, which 
makes the matter partly excusable: Reagan 
thinks it is impossible to persuade Congress 
that expenditures must be reduced unless 
one creates deficits so large that absolutely 
everyone becomes convinced that no more 
money can be spent." 

The disaster was not deliberate; the defi
cits were. The deficits were meant to spur 
action, but didn't, thereby resulting in disas
ter. We now have David Stockman's mem
oirs, "The Triumph of Politics: Why the 
Reagan Revolution Failed," which I believe 
confirm the theory. 

The story: young David Stockman be
comes a close adviser to the Reagan election 
campaign of 1980 and will soon be nominat
ed to be director of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. He is part of a foursome, 

along with Representative Jack Kemp, 
economist Arthur Laffer, and businessman 
Lewis Lehrman. They are advocates of 
"supply-side" economics, a school that pro
poses to stimulate the economy through pri
vate rather than public spending. To that 
end the foursome advocates large tax cuts. 

These are heady young intellectuals. They 
can scarcely contain their energy or enthu
siasm. But trouble soon appears within the 
group. Dr. Laffer's celebrated curve puports 
to demonstrate that tax cuts will generate 
so much additional revenue through the 
stimulated private economy that no reduc
tion in government spending will be neces
sary to balance the budget. Young Stock
man, however, wants to reduce spending: he 
is against big government on principle. In 
late August and September of 1980, Stock
man begins to realize that the various theo
ries scribbled on the supply-siders' napkins 
add up to an economic program far more 
radical than he had realized. 

"If you implemented the Gold Standard 
Napkin and stopped inflation, Professor 
Laffer's Tax Cut Napkin didn't work. You 
would get more real economic growth but 
no gain in federal revenues. Consequently, 
only sweeping domestic spending cuts could 
balance the budget-an action that I be
lieved was desirable but which the other 
supply siders had denied would be neces
sary." 

At its 1980 convention, the Republican 
Party endorses both a 30 percent tax cut 
and a radical reduction in business taxes 
through more generous depreciation rules. 
Stockman discovers that to balance the 
budget, more than $100 billion per year in 
spending cuts will be necessary. Far from 
giving Stockman pause, though, the arith
metic excities him. It will force Congress to 
cut, and cut everywhere. "The idea of a real 
fiscal revolution, a frontal attack on the 
welfare state, was beginning to seem more 
and more plausible." 

Enter, alas, the politicians, most notably 
Ronald Reagan. "The Cabinet was not dis
posed to . . . [a] patient attack on spend
ing," Stockman notes, adding that "the 
President never had the foggiest notion." 
Stockman now admits it was his fault not to 
have aniticipated such a response. But at 
the time he saw it entirely as a failture on 
the part of the politicians. In his zeal, and 
zeal shines through his memoir, he could 
not imagine that they would not do what he 
had made it necessary for them to do. Well, 
they didn't and the rest in history. 

The point is: Capitalism had become an 
ideology. Stockman's vacabulary is replete 
with terms we associate with ideology, with 
an intense belief system, a secular religion, 
He describes his migration from the student 
left, SDS and suchlike, to the Republican 
right in terms that are legitimately intellec
tual. But at times he also clearly crosses the 
line dividing measured judgment from radi
cal conviction. He cites authors of meticu
lous clarity and caution with that element 
of fervor we associate with zealotry and 
even intolerance. 

Because of his near-addiction to it, Stock
man is an absorbing figures to a student of 
ideology. He goes on as if the Reaganities 
had appointed him a kind of party theorist 
responsible for doctrinal conformity. He de
scribes the "organs of international aid" 
such as the World Bank as "infested with 
socialist error." He gives one chapter the 
title "The Coming of the New Order." He 
recalls supply-side publicist Judge Wanniski 
endlessly repeating that "over-turning an 
existing order starts wih one person and an 
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idea. An idea persuades a second person, 
then a third, then a fourth. . . " and he is re
minded of Lenin's trip from Zurich to 
Russia in the boxcar. "I knew that Wanniski 
wasn't talking historical rot. Chain reac
tions occur in politics; the Soviet precedent, 
of course, was not exactly inspiring." Not 
exactly? 

Most bizarre of all is Stockman's descrip
tion of Irving Kristol. Kristol is perhaps the 
preeminent conservative intellectual of our 
age. But Stockman describes him, at their 
first meeting, as "a secular incarnation of 
the Lord Himself." 

We have here a familiar phenomenon. Se
rious social thinkers such as Kristol come 
along with fresh insights. There is more, or 
less, to a set of existing arrangements than 
has been realized. Then a younger genera
tion elevates thought into belief. Not only 
are the ideas of their mentors true, they are 
the Only Truth. Given by the Lord Himself, 
or his secular incarnation. What began as 
skepticism concerning perceived notions 
transmutes into fierce conviction. We have 
seen all too much of this in the 20th centu
ry. 

I don't mean to disparage David Stock
man's idealism. Unlike so many who pass 
for conservatives in this period, he is not an 
apologist for privileges access to public ben
efit. Just the opposite. His rage is directed 
more at those who gorge at such public 
troughs as the Export-Import Bank than at 
those who live on food stamps. The irony is 
that the first sort are the ones Stockman 
helped bring to power. 

The "failure" of the Reagan Revolution 
has brought about horrendous structural 
changes in the American economy, which 
will be with us for at least the rest of this 
century. We are now, for example, a debtor 
nation. Our export economy is in ruins be
cause of the run-up of the dollar. Our corpo
rations hollow out as they transfer produc
tion facilities abroad. The national debt is 
so large that for an indefinite period it will 
require a third to a half of all revenue from 
the personal income tax to pay the interest. 
If the personal income tax is taken as an 
elemental tax on labor, and debt service an 
elemental return to capital, we have here 
the largest transfer of wealth from workers 
to owners in the history of our political 
economy. As Herbert Stein has noted, once 
Republican legislators found you could have 
a three-digit deficit and the heavens didn't 
fall-that day-there was no restraining 
them. Thus the week after enacting 
Gramm-Rudman, the Senate passed a $52 
billion farm bill. 

What Stockman discovered is that after a 
first round of budget cuts, directed mostly 
at the poor, Congress came up against the 
fact that the electorate wanted pretty much 
the government it was getting. No New 
Order emerged. To the contrary, something 
like a latter-day version of Mark Twain's 
Great Barbecue commenced. The late 
Jospeh Kraft captured the controlling prin
ciple of Washington in the 1980s in one 
word: greed. 

Stockman watched his dream vanish, and 
slowly his faith began to weaken as well. He 
became less a radical, more a conservative, 
even if an embittered one. We have seen so
cialist ideals betrayed. Now, I suppose, we 
see capitalist ideals betrayed. The only 
thing worse than shortsighted, spendthrift, 
meddling congressmen, Stockman con
cludes, "is ideological hubris. It is the as
sumption that the world can be made better 
by being remade overnight." 

We have in Washington today a political 
class incapable of recognizing a radical ide-

ology when it is verily in the grips of one. 
Stockman is judged to have behaved badly, 
but not differently. He told untruths to 
Congress; he speaks unkindly of colleagues 
and disrespectfully of the president. That it 
was his ideas that mattered is a seemingly 
inaccessible thought. The 20th century has 
not been especially forgiving of such inca
pacity.-Daniel Patrick Moynihan <Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan, a Democrat, is the senior 
Senator from New York.>e 

FRANKING COSTS-ONCE AGAIN 
• Mr. QUAYLE. Mr. President, many 
of us were relieved when the House of 
Representatives deleted from the sup
plemental appropriations bill the $42 
million for franking costs in fiscal year 
1986. But now it turns out that there 
are no grounds for that feeling of 
relief. We have created such a 
marvel-perhaps such a monster-that 
we can spend the whole additional $42 
million without ever having to appro
priate one nickel-$0.05. 

How can that be? Attached to my 
statement is a letter from the Comp
troller General which states, in effect, 
that the Postal Service is required to 
absorb any franking costs that Con
gress does not fund. In other words, if 
we do not stick it to the taxpayer 
through a supplemental, we stick it to 
the postal patron through an increase 
in postal rates. 

Mr. President, we cannot deal with 
the escalating costs of the frank 
through inaction. We also cannot deal 
with the matter through a Senate res
olution such as the one reported from 
the Rules Committee <S. Res. 374) be
cause that will not restrain the costs 
of the other body. The only way we 
can restrain franking costs in both 
Houses of Congress is by legislation
and I ask all my colleagues to support 
my initiative, S. 2272, the "Franking 
Cost Control Act" currently pending 
before the Rules Committee. 

I ask that the text of the Comptrol
ler General's opinion be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The opinion follows: 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, May 2, 1986. 

B-221498.26. 
Hon. DAN QuAYLE, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR QuAYLE: This letter is in re
sponse to the inquiry dated March 10, 1986, 
signed by you and Senators Pete Wilson, 
Phil Gramm, and Don Nickles, as to wheth
er the Antideficiency Act <31 U.S.C. § 1341-
1351> is violated when the cost as billed by 
the Postal Service of delivering congression
ally franked mail exceeds the amount ap
propriated in a given fiscal year. In this re
spect, you point out that the amount appro
priated for congressionally franked mail for 
fiscal year 1986, after reduction pursuant to 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 <Public Law 99-177), is 
$95.7 million while the estimated cost of 
handling congressional mail during the 
fiscal year is $146 million. 

The Antideficiency Act prohibits an offi
cer or employee of the Government from 

making or authorizing an expenditure or ob
ligation in excess of the amount available in 
an appropriation or fund for the expendi
ture or obligation. It also prohibits commit
ments for the payment of money in advance 
of an appropriation unless otherwise au
thorized by law. 31 U.S.C. § 1341. For the 
reasons which are explained in greater 
detail in the enclosed Office of General 
Counsel staff discussion paper, we conclude 
that no violation of 31 U.S.C. § 1341 is in
curred when the cost of handling franked 
mail exceeds the amount appropriated by 
the Congress to pay the Postal Service for 
handling the franked mail. This practice is 
authorized by 39 U.S.C. § 3216<c> which 
makes the lump-sum appropriation made to 
the legislative branch for payment to the 
Postal Service full payment for all matter 
mailed under the frank. Furthermore, 
absent later appropriations for additional 
costs incurred by the Postal Service for de
livery of franked mail, the Postal Service is 
entitled to receive no more than the amount 
already appropriated by the Congress for 
fiscal year 1986 for payment for handling 
franked mail, as reduced by any sequestra
tions under Public Law 99-177. 

Sincerely yours, 
MILTON J. HOWLAN 

<For Comptroller General of the 
United States). 

OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL STAFF 
DISCUSSION PAPER 

The evolution of the congressional frank
ing privilege is discussed in the following 
passage from the report of the Senate Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee pre
pared in connection with Congressional 
franking reform: 

BACKGROUND 
"History 

"The word 'frank' is derived from the 
Latin francus which means 'free.' the frank
ing privilege denotes the right of a govern
mental official to send matter through the 
public mails free of postage. This privilege, 
as it applies to Members of Congress, is 
older than the Declaration of Independence 
itself, having been enacted by the Continen
tal Congress on November 8, 1775. On Octo
ber 18, 1782, tpe franking privilege was ex
tended to letters, packets and dispatches to 
and from Members of the Continental Con
gress." 

Franking Laws 1789 to Present 
The First Congress enacted in 1789 practi

cally the same laws as were in existence 
under the Continental Congress. In 1792, 
the law was changed to specifically include 
the Vice President, Members of the House 
and Senate, and assistants. 

During the 1800's the franking privilege 
enjoyed by the Congress was alternatively 
broadened and limited depending upon the 
mood of the citizens. In 1845, legislation was 
passed conferring the right of the Secretary 
of the Senate and Clerk of the House of 
Representatives to use the franking privi
lege. 

Due to alleged excessive abuses, the frank
ing privileges for Congressmen were discon
tinued for a few years in the mid-nineteenth 
century. 

Little was done until 1957 when the uni
form date was established for termination 
of the right to use the frank by former Con
gressmen [onl June 30 following the expira
tion of their term of office • • • The privi
lege, with but the one exception, has contin
ually been in effect for nearly 200 years. 
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Justification 

The reasons underlying the franking 
policy are fundamentally sound. Free trans
mission of letters on governmental business 
is directly connected to the well-being of the 
people because of the nature of the legisla
tive function. The franking privilege serves 
as an aid and auxiliary in informing the 
populace since most Members of Congress 
would be unable to afford correspondence 
with their constitutency in the absence of 
the privilege. It may also be stated that the 
use of franked mail for official business also 
provides an efficient means of posting since 
the Postal Service is not required to stamp 
and cancel franked mail. S. Rep. No. 93-461, 
93d Cong., 1st Sess.2 

The current statutory authority for Mem
bers of the Congress and others to use the 
franking privilege is set forth generally in 
chapter 32 of title 39, U.S.C. and 2 U.S.C. 
§ 3lb-4 (1982). 

While use of the franking privilege means 
that costs are not paid by those entitled to 
use the frank, the costs obviously must be 
borne by someone. Until 1953 all costs con
nected with the frank were borne by the 
Post Office Department appropriations. 
These appropriations were funded by postal 
revenues and when these were inadequate, 
the deficit was made up out of the general 
fund of the Treasury. In 1953 the Congress 
first authorized lump-sum appropriations to 
pay the postage on mail sent under the 
frank. Act of August 15, 1953, ch. 511, § 2, 67 
Stat. 614. Since the use of the frank itself 
was not limited, the practice initially fol
lowed was for the Post Office Department 
to request payment in the appropriation re
quest submitted for the fiscal year following 
the fiscal year to which the billing applied. 
Congress then appropriated amounts it 
deemed sufficient based upon its determina
tion of the propriety of the billing.' The 
amount appropriated was also immediately 
made available for payment to the Post 
Office rather than awaiting the beginning 
of the fiscal year of the act in which it was 
contained in order to make the funds avail
able as soon as possible. This practice con
tinues today. 

In 1970, the United States Postal Service 
was established and the Post Office Depart
ment was abolished by the Postal Reorgani
zation Act. Pub. L. No. 91-375, Aug. 12, 1970, 
84 Stat. 719. The Postal Service at its first 
opportunity requested that Congress 
change the timing of payments to the 
Postal Service for its handling of franked 
mail. The Postal Service desired to shorten 
the time elapsed between when it handled 
the franked mail and when it received pay
ment related to handling the franked mail. 
Thus it requested an end to the practice of 
requesting payment in the fiscal year appro
priation following the fiscal year during 
which the service was rendered and upon 
which the request was based. Under the pro
posed new system, quarterly billings would 
be made based upon estimated volume. 
These estimated billings would be adjusted 

1 See H.R. Rep. No. 1557, 87th Coog., 2d Sess., ac
companying the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Bill for 1963, 8 (1962), Legislative Branch Appro
priations for 1962 Hearings before the Subcommit
tee of the Committee on Appropriations House of 
Representatives, 86th Coog., 2d Sess. 273-274 
(1961>; H.R. Rep. No. 1607, 86th Coog., 2d Sess., ac
companying the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Bill, 1961, 4-5 (1960>; and Legislative Branch Appro
priations for 1961 hearings before the Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations House of Rep
resentatives, 86th Coog., 2d Sess. 293-296 (1960). 

at the end of the fiscal year based upon 
actual volume. 

Appropriations would thereafter be re
quested in advance based upon Postal Serv
ice estimates similar to the way Govern
ment agencies request operating appropria
tions. While the billings would be reconciled 
with actual volume of franked mail handled 
upon close of the final quarter, actual pay
ments could not exceed appropriations. To 
address the problem of shortfalls caused by 
Postal Service under estimates in its initial 
budget request, or changes in the method 
employed by the Postal Service to deter
mine its billing to the Congress, the Con
gress also adopted the practice of adjusting 
the final quarter's billing through use of 
the next fiscal year's appropriations. How
ever, no requirement was imposed upon the 
Congress to appropriate funds to cover the 
adjusted billings and no effort was made to 
limit the use of the franking privilege.2 In 
fiscal year 1982, the Postal Service began 
monthly billings for franked mail based up
on one-twelfth of the amount of the appro
priation for "Official Mail Costs" made for 
the fiscal year. The Postal Service also pro
vides quarterly reports to show actual usage 
and to revise its estimate of actual yearly 
costs. Total billings may not exceed the 
amount appropriated. Any shortfalls are to 
be considered during the following fiscal 
year's appropriation request. 3 This is the 
current procedure. 

DISCUSSION 

At the time that the Postal Service pro
posed the change to the payment procedure 
to decrease the time between its rendering 
the service and receiving payment, Congress 
amended 39 U.S.C. § 3216 to provide: 
"§ 3216. Reimbursement for franked mail
ings 

(a) The equivalent of-
< 1) postage on, and fees and charges in 

connection with, mail matter sent through 
the mails-

<A> under the franking privilege • • • by 
the Vice President, Members of and Mem
bers-elect to Congress, the Secretary of the 
Senate, the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, 
each of the elected officers of the House of 
Representatives (other than a member of 
the House), the Legislative Counsels of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate, 
the Law Revision Counsel of the House of 
Representatives, and the Senate Legal 
Counsel; and 

<B> by the survivors of a Member of Con
gress under section 3218 of this title; and 

(2) those portions of fees and charges to 
be paid for handling and delivery by the 
Postal Service of Mailgrams considered as 
franked mail under section 3219 of this title; 

2 See H.R. Rep. No. 92-937, 92d Coog., 2d Sess., 
accompanying the Legislative Branch Appropria
tions Bill, 1973, 10-11 (1972); Legislative Branch 
Appropriations for 1973, hearings before a Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Appropriations House 
of Representatives, 92d Coog., 2d Sess. 840-845 
(1972>; Legislative Branch Appropriations, 1973, 
Hearings before the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee, 92d Coog., 2d Sess., 449-460 (1972>. Rule XLVI 
of the House of Representatives limiting use of the 
frank by Members of the House under 39 U.S.C. 
§ 3210(d> <relating to mass mailings) was adopted 
by the House on March 2, 1977 <H. Res. 287, 95th 
Coog., 123 Coog. Rec. 5952-5953> and currently con
stitutes the only limitation upon the amount of the 
use of the frank that we are aware of. 

3 See Legislative Branch Appropriations for 1982 
Hearings before a Subcommittee of the Committee 
on Appropriations House of Representatives, 97th 
Coog., 1st Sess. 345-346 (1981). 

shall be paid by a lump-sum appropriation 
to the legislative branch for that purpose 
and then paid to the Postal Service as postal 
revenue. • • • 

(c) Payment under subsection <a> • • • of 
this section shall be deemed payment for all 
matter mailed under the frank and for all 
fees and charges due the Postal Service in 
connection therewith." 

Subsection <c> of this provision was new 
and for the first time expressly stated what 
had been implied since 1953-that regard
less of the cost incurred by the Postal Serv
ice in handling franked mail, the amount 
the Congress appropriated to the Postal 
Service would be considered payment in full 
for that service. 

Accordingly, exercise of the franking 
privilege without regard to amounts appro
priated for payment to the Postal Service 
for this service is authorized by law and 
thus not a violation of 31 U.S.C. § 1341.4 

Members, therefore, are authorized to use 
the franking privilege and the Postal Serv
ice is required to handle franked mail re
gardless of the amount appropriated by the 
Congress for "Official Mail Costs." Should 
the actual costs of handling franked mail 
exceed the amount appropriated <as reduced 
by any sequestrations under Public Law 99-
177), no violation of 31 U.S.C. § 1341 would 
occur since the amount appropriated is as a 
matter of law deemed full payment for all 
matter sent under the frank. Therefore, if 
the amount billed exceeds the amount ap
propriated, the Postal Service should be 
paid only the amount appropriated as re
duced by sequestration, unless additional 
funds are provided by a supplemental ap
propriation. 

DIGEST 

No violation of 31 U.S.C. § 1341 is incurred 
when the cost of handling franked mail ex
ceeds the amount appropriated by the Con
gress to pay the Postal Service for handling 
the franked mail. This practice is author
ized by 39 U.S.C. § 3216<c> which makes the 
lump-sum appropriation made to the legisla
tive branch for payment to the Postal Serv
ice full payment for all matter mailed under 
the frank. Furthermore, absent later appro
priations for additional costs incurred by 
the Postal Service for delivery of franked 
mail, the Postal Service is entitled to receive 
no more than the amount initially appropri
ated for the fiscal year in question for pay
ment for handling franked mail, as reduced 
by any sequestration under Pub. L. 99-177.e 

4 We note that the appropriation for "Official 
Mail Costs" in the annual Legislative Branch Ap
propriations Act is deemed postal revenue by virtue 
of 39 U.S.C. § 3216(a). Postal revenue is required by 
law to be deposited to the Postal Service Fund, 39 
U.S.C. § 2003 (b)(l), and immediately appropriated 
to the Postal Service, 39 U.S.C. § 240l<a>. Since the 
fund is a no-year revolving fund, it is available to 
pay all expenses incurred by the Postal Service in 
carrying out its authorized functions no matter 
when they are incurred. Thus the appropriation for 
"Official Mail Costs" once paid to the fund is avail
able for payment of expenses of the Postal Service 
no matter when they were incurred. 

We also note that 39 U.S.C. § 410<a> provides that 
Federal laws "dealing with public or Federal coo
tracts, property, works, officers, employees, budg
ets, or funds" do not apply to the exercise of 
powers by the Postal Service unless as provided by 
39 U.S.C. § 410(b) or some other provisions of title 
39, U.S.C. The Antideficieocy Act is not one of the 
laws listed in 39 U.S.C. § 410<b>. No other provision 
of title 39, U.S.C. expressly makes the Antidefi
cieocy Act applicable to the Postal Service. 

Thus it is clear that the Antideficieocy Act is in
applicable to the Postal Service when billing Con
gress for handling franked mail. 
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THE CHEROKEE NATIONAL 

FOREST 
• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, in the 
months ahead, the Forest Service will 
near completion of over 100 plans for 
the management of 191 million acres 
of national forest land. The direction 
and emphasis established in these 
plans will have profound and far
reaching implications for the future of 
our public land resources. Congress 
has an obligation to ensure that each 
and every one of these plans upholds 
the highest and best uses for our na
tional forest resources. I am therefore 
voicing my concern over the poor and 
imprudent planning by the U.S. Forest 
Service in the final plan for the Cher
okee National Forest in Tennessee. 

Last December, I expressed my con
cerns regarding the proposed final 
plan for the Cherokee National 
Forest. I urged the Forest Service 
then, as I had earlier in the planning 
process, to redirect the plan's empha
sis from the single commodity man
agement of timber to multiple use 
management. My urging, however, ap
pears to have gone unheeded. The 
final plan, released by the Forest Serv
ice in April, leaves me no more con
vinced now than I was last December 
that the plan represents a balanced 
approach to forest management in the 
Cherokee National Forest. 

Certainly, Mr. President, the final 
plan is an improvement over the draft 
plan. In particular, I am very pleased 
to see that the acreage recommended 
for either wilderness or wilderness 
study designation has been increased 
from 22,214 acres in the draft to 33,735 
acres in the final plan. The Forest 
Service is to be commended for this 
and other significant changes in the 
final plan that reflect the concerns 
voiced during the public comment 
period. 

However, the improvements to the 
plan are still inadequate in several re
gards. 

The final plan calls for the almost 
exclusive use of clearcutting on the 61 
percent of the forest that will be open 
to timber harvesting. In fact, less than 
4 percent of the timber harvested will 
be done using any other harvesting 
method. Practically speaking, this 
means that over 2,000 acres of the 
Cherokee National Forest will be 
clearcut annually. 

In justifying such heavy reliance on 
clearcutting, the Forest Service has 
said that clearcutting is the optimum 
method for managing Southern Appa
lachian forests. While clearcutting 
may be the Forest Service's optimum 
method, other Southern forest plans, 
such as the plans for the Chattahoo
chee National Forest in Georgia and 
the Pisgah-Nantahala National Forest 
in North Carolina, suggest it need not 
be as extensive as proposed for the 
Cherokee. In addition, while there 
may be a common acknowl~dgement 

of clearcutting's optimum value for 
timber management, there is no such 
consensus on its benefits in multiple 
use resource management. 

The obvious aesthetic impact is only 
one of the criticisms of clearcutting. 
The negative impact of clearcutting on 
diverse biological species and wildlife 
habitats in the forest is another con
cern. For example, clearcutting of 
hardwood stands has been shown in 
certain areas to cause the conversion 
of hardwoods to pine monocultures. 
Clearcutting is also thought to reduce 
the food and den site availability to 
black bears. Given these and other im
pacts, I am troubled to see the Forest 
Service's blanket justification for 
clearcutting in the Cherokee. Indeed, 
there are numerous areas where anal
ternative harvesting method, such as 
shelterwood cutting, selective cutting, 
or group selection, would be a more 
desirable approach. 

Mr. President, I am troubled that 
the Cherokee management plan con
tinues the practice of selling timber 
below cost. The Forest Service in 
recent years has lost 62 cents for every 
dollar spent on timber management in 
the Cherokee. This amounts to annual 
losses from timber sales on the Chero
kee National Forest alone of over $2 
million. Yet, the final plan for the 
Cherokee continues this annual deficit 
by maintaining current timber harvest 
levels of 40 million metric board feet 
annually for the next 10 years. 

This use of below cost timber sales is 
not exclusive to the Cherokee Nation
al Forest. According to the administra
tion's own fiscal year 1987 budget re
quest, the Forest Service's costs for 
timber and mineral activities national
ly exceeded the Federal share of 
timber and mineral receipts in 1985 by 
$621 million. I would like to insert into 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks an excellent article from the 
Wall Street Journal on April 18, 1986, 
that calls attention to this practice of 
below cost timber sales. 

The final plan for the Cherokee Na
tional Forest should call for a gradual 
phaseout of timber sales below cost, 
except in site-specific instances where 
such sales would clearly yield noncom
modity benefits. Such a phaseout 
would encourage the Forest Service to 
determine a long-term economically 
positive timber harvest level as well as 
reduce the proposed timber harvest 
volumes and the proposed road con
struction mileage in the final plan. An 
end to below cost timber sales would 
allow the $2 million annual timber 
subsidy on the Cherokee to be more 
wisely spent elsewhere in the forest. 
Trail construction, land acquisition, 
campground maintenance, and other 
resource protection measures that 
have been continually jeopardized by 
the Forest Service's timber manage
ment priorities would receive much 
needed attention. 

Mr. President, in order to further 
enhance my understanding of what is 
at stake in this forest planning proc
ess, I plan to visit the Cherokee Na
tional Forest in the near future. I 
intend to get a firsthand look at the 
use of clearcutting and other Forest 
Service management practices. I also 
intend to meet with both Forest Serv
ice personnel and representatives of 
the five organizations that have re
cently appealed the final plan, so that 
I might have a better idea of where we 
should go from here. 

The Cherokee National Forest is a 
magnificent natural resource with 
abundant recreational and resource 
potential. It is already among the top 
20 most visited of the 155 national for
ests, with over 2.5 million visitors an
nually. In light of this, it seems impru
dent of the Forest Service to advocate 
a final plan that emphasizes single 
commodity exploitation over steward
ship activities. Additional emphasis 
can and must be directed toward tap
ping the tremendous scenic and recre
ational potential of the Cherokee Na
tional Forest. In the months ahead, I 
will work to ensure that the public's 
investment in our national forest lands 
is preserved to the fullest degree. 

The article follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 18, 

1986] 
FOREST SERVICE'S SALES OF TIMBER BELOW 

CosT STIR INcREAsiNG DEBATE 

<By Ken Slocum> 
McCALL, IDAHO.-Ron Mitchell vividly re

calls camping as a youngster at Poverty Flat 
Hole on the South Fork of the Salmon 
River near here and seeing the pool bottom 
black with migrating Chinook salmon up to 
16 pounds. 

But that was before 1965 when, under 
heavy rains, the mountainsides, scored by 
Forest Service roads, crumbled into the 
South Fork. It is regarded as one of the na
tion's worst wildlife disasters. This key 
spawning area for salmon migrating from 
the Pacific was turned into what one Senate 
witness termed "a river of sand." 

Some 20 years later, with the fishing 
season still closed and the South Fork 
salmon population at minimum survival 
levels, Mr. Mitchell and others are fighting 
the Forest Service's plan to harvest logs on 
more hillsides above the South Fork. 

What particularly galls them is that, by 
the agency's own figures, after it builds 
more roads into the area and sees to other 
details of the sale, revenue from the trees 
won't cover costs and taxpayers will be out 
some $2 million. "It's subsidized destruc
tion," Mr. Mitchell fumes. "It's outrageous." 

RALLYING CRY 

The government's below-cost timber sales 
have become a rallying cry for environmen
tal groups and sportsmen. Increasingly, the 
sales are being challenged as a subsidy that 
floods the market and depresses prices, 
hurting private timber growers and some 
producers of specialized wood products. 
Some people consider the sales a basic cause 
of a fundamental reshaping of the whole 
timber industry. 

Much of the timber cut in the nation's 191 
million acres of national forest, in fact, is 



10436 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 13, 1986 
sold at a loss. An analysis of four Western 
regions by the General Accounting Office 
showed that 42% of Forest Service timber 
sales in 1982 didn't generate enough reve
nue to cover costs, costing taxpayers $92 
million. 

In two regions of the Rocky Mountains, 
over 96% of the sales didn't cover costs, the 
GAO found. Some sales apparently didn't 
even come close. Harvests in the Mononga
hela National Forest in West Virginia re
turned only 25 cents on every dollar spent, 
and harvests in the Beaverhead National 
Forest in Montana returned only 32 cents, 
according to an analysis of 1979-84 sales by 
the Wilderness Society. Wyoming's Bighorn 
National Park recovered a mere 21 cents on 
the dollar. 

Bjorn Dahl, special-projects forester on 
policy analysis for the Forest Service, calls 
the figures inaccurate. He is working on an 
accounting system ordered by Congress to 
determine costs and revenues of timber 
sales. 

AN OVERALL PROFIT 
Overall, the Forest Service does make a 

profit on timber harvesting, with three
fourths of timber values coming from just 
one-third of the national forests, on the Pa
cific Coast. Below-cost sales are most 
common in the Rocky Mountains, where 
low rainfall, rugged slopes and unstable soils 
make lumbering the most difficult and ex
pensive and where the damage to the winds 
is the greatest. 

Lost taxpayer dollars aren't the main con
cern of environmentalists and sportsmen. 
"We're not the economic conscience of the 
country-we object to a lot of profitable 
timber sales, too," says Thomas Dougherty, 
a regional director for the National Wildlife 
Federation. "But when they plunder the 
wilderness and taxpayers have to shell out 
for it, you know there's a rat in the wood
pile." 

For its part, the Forest Service contends it 
is doing its job, which is to consider water 
quality, wildlife and recreation as well as 
the timber harvests. "With the financial re
sources we have to work with, we think we 
do the best possible job," says Robert D. 
Nelson, the director of Wildlife and Fisher
ies for the Forest Service. 

Officials also contend that timber receipts 
don't accurately reflect the benefits. "Once 
we harvest an area, water flows, wildlife 
comes in and we develop a future invest
ment of timber resource," says Mr. Dahl, 
the policy analyst. "The timber sale may 
lose money, but these other benefits aren't 
reflected." 

ANOTHER VIEW 

But what the Forest Service sees as a ben
efit is often viewed as a disaster by other ex
perts. In the Bitterroot National Forest of 
Montana, for instance, Montana game offi
cials are backing the National Wildlife Fed
eration and another environmental group, 
The Defenders of Wildlife, in their efforts 
to stop a Forest Service timber sale along 
Tolan Creek in the southwest comer of the 
state. 

The Forest Service offered timber from 
the area, some 9,400 acres of virgin, rugged 
mountainside, for sale in 1976, but lumber 
companies declined to bid on it. Then the 
Forest Service spent $312,000 of federally 
appropriated funds to break a 10-mile road 
into the wilderness to make it more attrac
tive to lumber companies. 

Besides providing access to the salable 
timber, the road will help in the removal of 
downed timber that fuels forest fires and 

will help the service in culling out trees sus
ceptable to the mountain pine beetle, ac
cording to Robert Morgan, the supervisor of 
Bitterroot Forest. The Forest Service esti
mates that even after the government ab
sorbs the cost of that road, timber receipts 
will fall $167,000 short of costs to build addi
tional roads and to administer the sales. 

But wildlife experts vigorously reject con
tentions that the Forest Service can harvest 
lumber in the wilderness without harming 
wildlife, particularly elk. "The Forest Serv
ice says the cut would benefit elk by provid
ing more forage in the area," says John 
Firebaugh, the regional wildlife manager 
for Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks. "Our 
position is there's adequate forage there 
now. The limiting factor for elk there is se
curity-a place to hide from hunters." 

Environmentalists and sportsmen are get
ting some outside support, particularly from 
small private growers. "All we ask for as 
small woodland owners is a chance to com
pete fairly," says Keith Argow, the presi
dent of National Woodland Owners Associa
tion, a federation of small growers. "We 
can't compete fairly when you've got this 
timber being subsidized one way or an
other." He says small growers, poorly orga
nized, are finally banding together and one 
of their targets is the below-cost sales. 

Small private timber owners <as contrast
ed with major land-owning timber compa
nies> hold 58.4% of U.S. commercial timber
land but produce less than half of harvested 
timber. Environmentalists would like to see 
more of the market shifted to private 
owners, with the national forests increasing 
their use to meet the rise of recreational 
needs. 

Supporting this idea is Randal O'Toole, 
forest economist of Cascade Holistic Eco
nomic Consultants, a company frequently 
hired by civic or environmental groups to 
analyze figures used by the Forest Service 
to support timber sales. "The opportunity is 
there for private timber growers," he says. 
" If the Forest Service would phase out its 
subsidies, private owners would see prices go 
up and they would invest in their land in
stead of letting it lie idle." 

But big lumber companies that buy siza
ble proportions of their lumber supplies 
from national forests argue that that isn't 
all that would happen. " If below-cost sales 
were banned tomorrow, timber supplies 
would decrease and prices would increase," 
argues Robert Morris, the resource manager 
for Louisiana-Pacific Corp., which buys 
about 27% of its supplies from the national 
forests. "Then, with increased prices, the 
American producer would be less competi
tive, and the Canadians would take a bigger 
share of the market than the 35% to 38% 
they have now." He adds, "We're no longer 
in a regional market, and a consumer in Los 
Angeles doesn't care whether he buys a two
by-four produced in Canada or the U.S." 

Below-cost sales also draw fire from some 
officials of the specialty side of lumber 
products. Boise-based Trus Joist Corp. says 
that as a producer of laminated construc
tion trusses it is the biggest purchaser of 
high-strength structural timber in the coun
try. Walter C. Minnick, the president, says 
that because of a growing oversupply of 
wood fiber, at least partly as a result of 
below-cost sales, wood fiber is priced at half 
the 1979 levels, after allowing for inflation. 
This obviously benefits Trus Joist in its raw
material costs. 

But overall, the company is hurt, Mr. Min
nick says. "The whole effort ... among 
manufacturers of products made from wood 

is to develop engineered products to do a 
given structural job with less wood," he 
says. "But when wood is artificially cheap, 
the incentives are diminished. By retarding 
our technological development, we impede 
our ability to compete internationally." 

Clearly, environmentalists' attacks and 
public resistance are slowing the pace of 
below-cost sales in the nation's forests. 
"There's been some shift by the Forest 
Service, but we haven't yet stanched the 
tide of below-cost sales," asserts Henry 
Fischer, a Rocky Mountain field representa
tive. 

THE MEN AND WOMEN OF OUR 
ARMED FORCES 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
for several years now, I have been 
saying that the young officers and en
listed men and women of our armed 
services are dedicated, loyal, and hard 
working people. The overwhelming 
majority of these people are willing 
and able to make personal sacrifices 
for the betterment of their unit and 
their country. These young people are 
the first line of defense whenever and 
wherever our country may need them, 
and they are up to any task which 
may be imposed upon them. 

Recently, a very good friend of mine 
received a letter from one of these 
young soldiers which exemplifies the 
loyalty, dedication, concern, and hard 
work which instills pride in themselves 
and pride in us for having such capa
ble people. In reading this letter, I 
could not help but be struck by the 
fact that if our country is to succeed 
in maintaining its position as the 
"Bastion of Freedom," then we surely 
have cause for hope. I cannot tell you 
in words the feelings that this letter 
aroused in me. Just to be able to be a 
small part of this soldier's feelings, 
hopes, and aspirations has given me a 
sense of mission accomplished. 

Mr. President, in order that all of 
my colleagues and everyone else inter
ested in the welfare and morale of our 
troops may understand the perspec
tives of our young service men and 
women, I ask that the letter be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
APRIL 9, 1986. 

DEAR GENERAL: It's hard to believe that a 
year has passed since you were kind enough 
to travel down to Fort Benning and honor 
us with your presence at our One Station 
Unit Training graduation. 

In that year, many good things have hap
pened for our soldiers and the 4th Battal
ion. The Buffalo's have, in Major General 
Harrison's words, "done everything I've 
asked of them and more, and done it all 
well." In so doing, I am proud to report to 
you that I truly believe we have lived up to 
these expectations you charged us with one 
year ago-to tell the truth no matter the sit
uation, to show courage in every action we 
undertook, for the good of the Regiment. 

In the year, we have: 
Taken ARTEPS from battalion down to 

squad level, and done well in them all. 
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Afforded our soldiers with the 118 MOS 

the opportunity of earning the Expert In
fantryman's Badge, and 143 of them did. 

Led the 7th Infantry Division <Light> in 
MOS testing, thus affording our NCO's with 
increased opportunities for promotion. 

Participated in Operation Celtic Cross III 
in August, 1985 successfully, with the dis
tinction of conducting difficult missions for 
the Division when only 4 1/z months in being. 

Conducting the first Division EDRE 
<Emergency Deployment Readiness Exer
cise> for a company-sized unit under the 
light division concept. 

Winning the Commanding General's 
Marksmanship Award <The Stilwell Cup) 
for being the finest shooting battalion with 
combined scores on the M-16, M-60M1 and 
.45 caliber pistol. 

Setting the standard for the Division with 
a Personal Actions Center <PAC> that truly 
leads the Division in areas of soldier care 
and concern such as EER's and personnel 
assistance. 

Made the soldiers of the Buffalo battalion 
proud of themselves and their unit, and, in 
so doing, hopefully letting them see, first
hand, that in the Army you truly can "be all 
that you can be." Thus, it has been a great 
and wonderful year for me and, I pray, for 
the vast majority of our soldiers in the Bat
talion. 

As you can see from the return address, 
we are now in Panama for the Army's three 
week Jungle Operations Training Center 
program of instruction. We brought along 
with us, with 3d Brigade's blessing, our 
entire combat slice of artillerymen, air de
fenders, MPs, engineers, medics and other 
branches that comprise a "go to war" task 
force. 

The soldiers are literally eating the train
ing up, and are doing very well. This is our 
first OCONUS deployment, so for many it is 
their first trip to a foreign country. We're 
trying to balance tough, realistic training 
with the opportunity to learn about not 
only a historic locale for Americans <we're 
only 6 miles from Gatun Lake and the 
Panama Canal> but also to learn about a 
region that is obviously of increasing impor
tance to the United States. I think we are 
succeeding. 

In rereading, this letter sounds way too 
much like an ego building trip for me. I 
really do not mean for it to be. What I 
really want to leave you with is the thought 
that the soldiers are proud and truly capa
ble, their leadership dedicated and profes
sional, and that I think you would feel right 
at home with the Buffalo Battalion. 

My best wishes to your wife. Please keep 
us in your thoughts, and know that we are 
doing our best for the Army and our coun
try. 

Sincerely.e 

NATIONAL HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION WEEK 

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
week of May 11 to 17 marks the 14th 
annual National Historic Preservation 
Week. But this year's celebration is 
particularly significant because it coin
cides with the 20th anniversary of 
1966 National Historic Preservation 
Act, creating the National Historic 
Preservation Fund. This law will be up 
for reauthorization next year, and so I 
think this is a good time to reflect 
upon the idea of historic preservation 

and the need to continue our efforts in 
this area. 

In 1965, the Special Committee on 
Historic Preservation made some rec
ommendations which have served as 
an inspiration for States to establish 
their individual historic preservation 
programs. The committee stated: "If 
we wish to have a future with greater 
meaning, we must concern ourselves 
not only with the historic highlights, 
but we must be concerned with the 
total heritage of the Nation and all 
that is worth preserving from our past 
as a living part of the present." There 
is so much truth to these words. They 
make me appreciate the importance of 
preserving as much of our past as we 
can. 

Appropriately enough, the theme 
for this year's program is "Celebrate 
Historic Places, Our Past for Our 
Future." 

In New Mexico, we are fortunate to 
have a culturally rich and diverse his
tory. We have a combination of the 
Indian, Spanish, and Anglo cultures. 
I'm proud to say that New Mexico's 
historic preservation program is one of 
the most active in the United States, 
and I have strongly supported its 
countless and ongoing renovation and 
restoration projects. Both Federal and 
State tax credits for historic preserva
tion have been invaluable in this 
regard. 

One of New Mexico's richest histori
cal treasures are its mission churches, 
which exemplify the mixture of Span
ish and Indian cultures and styles. Our 
State's historic preservation program, 
in cooperation with citizens and the 
Archdiocese of Santa Fe, has been in
volved in the identification, analysis, 
restoration, and maintenance of his
toric churches, specifically the San 
Francisco de Asisi Church in Ranchos 
de Taos and the San Jose de Gracia 
Church in Las Trampas. In fact, it was 
just a few weeks ago that dozens of pa
rishioners and volunteers joined to
gether to replaster and remud the 
adobe structure of the San Jose de 
Gracia Church, which is a national 
historic landmark. 

Another of our State's treasures are 
its prehistoric Indian petroglyphs. In 
Albuquerque, more than 10,000 pe
troglyphs have been fully identified, 
and there are plans for protection of 
this resource. 

In Las Vegas, San Miguel County, 
new life and vitality has been brought 
to its downtown area as a result of the 
La Plaza Vieja redevelopment effort to 
redevelop 19 historic buildings for 
retail and office tenants. The saving of 
these buildings mean new businesses 
and jobs for Las Vegas and will in
crease the town's appeal as a tourist 
attraction. 

In Rio Arriba County, near the town 
of Velarde, another of New Mexico's 
most important examples of its cul
ture and heritage is nearly complete-

the reparation of the 200-year-old ace
quias irrigation system. The acequias 
have been a lifeline for generations of 
New Mexicans around Velarde for as 
far back as the 1700's, and farmers 
depend on them just as much now as 
they did then. In 1983, I worked to in
clude the initial funding for this 
project as part of the Energy and 
Water Appropriation Act. 

Almost anywhere you travel in New 
Mexico there are efforts to preserve 
its history. Increasingly, there is a real 
understanding that we must keep a 
little piece of the past-that we must 
maintain our sense of identity if we 
are to move on into the future. In fact, 
in towns like Las Vegas, it is evident 
that preserving our heritage can actu
ally be a catalyst for the future 
growth of our communities. 

We in the Land of Enchantment feel 
a tremendous sense of pride and joy in 
our tricultural heritage, and I com
mend New Mexicans for their dedica
tion to preserving it.e 

NAUM AND INNA MElMAN 
e Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I was 
honored to be able to participate in 
this morning's reception in honor of a 
man whose courage is matched by few, 
Natan Shcharansky. Mr. Shcharansky 
demonstrated his wit and his elo
quence and proved himself to be the 
hero that he has been called. 

Mr. Shcharansky was a founding 
member of the Helsinki Watch Group, 
along with my friend, Naum Meiman 
of Moscow. As gratifying as it was to 
see Mr. Shcharansky a free man, I am 
gravely concerned about the fate of 
Naum and his wife, Inna, who are still 
held in the Soviet Union. 

Naum and Inna deserve to live the 
remainder of their lives in Israel. As 
human beings, we must all have the 
choice of where we wish to reside. 

I strongly encourage the Soviets to 
allow Inna and Naum to emigrate to 
Israel.e 

THE PRODUCT LIABILITY VOL
UNTARY CLAIMS AND UNI
FORM STANDARDS ACT 

e Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I 
am delighted to join Senator DAN
FORTH in the introduction of a product 
liability amendment that I think will 
eliminate the major differences be
tween consumers and businesses and 
enable us to take a productive step 
toward solving the product liability 
crisis. 

While this new paragraph moves 
away from the creation of a new 
standard for the recovery of lower 
damages-which was included in both 
my original product liability amend
ment and in Senator DANFORTH's bill, 
S. 1999-it adopts an approach that 
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should be beneficial for both consum
ers and businesses. 

The incentives to settle in this 
amendment, particularly in serious 
injury cases, are so strong that busi
nesses should be encouraged to settle 
in both open and shut cases and in 
cases that are near the margin. At the 
same time, since the bill does not 
change basic State standards for re
covery, businesses that sincerely doubt 
the legitimacy of a claim would be able 
to contest such a claim. The greater 
inducements for rapid settlements for 
net economic loss plus pain and suffer
ing in serious and permanent injury 
cases should dramatically reduce the 
time between injury and compensation 
and provide for similar compensation 
for similarly injured people. Moreover, 
speedier settlements should reduce the 
huge transaction costs that plague the 
present system, on both the plaintiff's 
and defendant's sides. 

For businesses, the bill assures them 
that if they are willing to settle a case, 
they will be able to do so for net eco
nomic loss plus a maximum of 
$250,000 in very serious injury cases. 
Moreover, an offering business would 
be jointly liable only for the claim
ant's net economic loss and not for 
pain and suffering that liability would 
be limited to the business' proportion
ate contribution. 

Mr. President, this bill is not perfect. 
Not surprisingly, I would prefer to 
have followed the path of my original 
legislation, but as I've said time and 
time again, we must not let the perfect 
be the enemy of the good. I think this 
amendment represents a major step 
forward in product liability law, one 
that will help both consumers and 
businesses, and I heartily endorse it.e 

CONTRIDUTIONS OF MR. 
LEONARD LONDON 

e Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
I would like to bring to my colleagues' 
attention the outstanding contribu
tions of Mr. Leonard London, a dedi
cated and active member of the New 
Milford community in New Jersey. On 
May 18, the New Milford Jewish 
Center will honor Mr. London for his 
unparalleled service to the New Mil
ford Jewish Center, the Jewish com
munity in general, and to the town of 
New Milford. 

Mr. London has demonstrated rare 
and admirable dedication to the 
Jewish community in New Milford 

through his many years of service to 
the New Milford Jewish Center. He 
has served a series of terms on the 
board of directors and has served two 
terms as its president. He has also 
chaired the New Milford Jewish Cen
ter's Board of Education as well as its 
youth groups. 

Mr. London's hard work and dedica
tion have benefited all those who use 
the facilities of the New Milford 
Jewish Center. His efforts have en
hanced the synagogue as well as the 
religious school. And his hard work 
has benefited both the youth and el
derly who participate in the multitude 
of programs offered at the community 
center. 

But Mr. London has done more than 
serve and strengthen the Jewish com
munity in New Milford. He has dedi
cated nearly 20 years of his life to the 
U.S. military. He has served one term 
on the board of the Borough of New 
Milford, and he ran the New Milford 
Blood Program for 5 years. Currently, 
he is a member of the zoning board for 
the Borough of New Milford as well as 
a member of the auxiliary police force. 

It is fitting that Mr. London receive 
this great honor from the New Milford 
Jewish Center. Through his many 
years of service to the New Milford 
Jewish Center, Mr. London has dem
onstrated a deep understanding of 
how important it is to take responsibil
ity for strengthening one's communi
ty. And through his active participa
tion in the town of New Milford, Leon
ard London has shown time and again 
how important it is for citizens to 
bring their values to bear the commu
nity at large. Mr. London's dedication 
to the town of New Milford is a fine 
example for all of us to follow.e 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that once the 
Senate completes its business today it 
stand in recess until9 a.m. on Wednes
day, May 14, 1986. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF CERTAIN SENATORS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, follow
ing the recognition of the two leaders 
under the standing order, I ask unani
mous consent that the following Sena
tors be recognized for not to exceed 5 
minutes each for special orders: Sena-

tors BYRD, HAWKINS, CRANSTON, 
WILSON, GORE, SASSER, BIDEN, and 
PROXMIRE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. HATCH. Following the special 
orders just identified, I ask unanimous 
consent there be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning busi
ness not to extend beyond 10 a.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for not more than 5 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, at 10 

a.m., the Senate will resume consider
ation of S. 1848, the drug export bill. 
By previous unanimous-consent agree
ment, final passage must occur prior 
to 2 p.m. Therefore, votes will occur 
throughout the day on Wednesday. 
Following the disposition of S. 1848, 
the drug export bill, it will be the ma
jority leader's intention to turn to Cal
endar No. 638, S. 2395, the military 
uniformed services retirement bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that after the Senate resumes 
consideration of S. 1848, the drug 
export bill, a final passage vote occur 
no later than 2 p.m. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there is 
no objection to this request. I thank 
the distinguished acting Republican 
leader, and I am sorry that I was off 
the floor and caused him to delay. I 
thank him. As to the 5 minutes, I do 
not need it for myself but I want a 
cushion to give time to any Senator on 
either side who might like to have it. I 
thank the distinguished Senator. 
There is no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

0 1700 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess in accordance with the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, at 6:54 
p.m., the Senate recessed until tomor
row, Wednesday, May 14, 1986, at 9 
a.m. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
The House met at 12 noon. 
The Reverend Dr. A. Dale Patterson, 

East Brent Baptist Church, Pensacola, 
FL, offered the following prayer: 

Heavenly Father, as I bow before 
You in this place, with these great 
people whom You have ordained to 
lead us, we give You thanks. Thank 
You for being the giver of good gifts. 
Thank You for who You are. 

We acknowledge that You are 
indeed the Ruler of all nations. To all 
nations grant peace which will tran
scend every human barrier. We pray 
for worldwide justice to all people. 

We lift our Nation up to You, our 
Father. We ask for Your guidance in 
every decision; Your protection by day 
and by night; Your provision in every 
area of our lives; and Your presence 
always with us. 

These things we ask to glorify Your 
holy name; in the name of our Lord, 
Jesus Christ. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex

amined the Journal of the last day's 
proceedings and announces to the 
House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the 
Journal stands approved. 

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, pursu
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Speaker's approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 258, nays 
121, not voting 54, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Barnard 

[Roll No. 1191 
YEAS-258 

Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonker 
Borski 

Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broyhill 
Bruce • 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Carper 
Carr 

Chapman Jeffords 
Chappell Jenkins 
Coelho Johnson 
Coleman <TX> Jones <NC> 
Collins Jones <OK> 
Combest Jones <TN> 
Conyers Kanjorski 
Cooper Kaptur 
Coyne Kasich 
Crockett Kastenmeier 
Daniel Kemp 
Darden Kildee 
Daschle Kleczka 
de la Garza Kolter 
Derrick Kostmayer 
Dicks LaFalce 
Dingell Leath <TX> 
DioGuardi Lehman <CA> 
Dixon Lehman <FL> 
Donnelly Leland 
Dorgan <ND> Levin <MD 
Downey Levine <CA> 
Duncan Lipinski 
Durbin Lowry <WA> 
Dwyer Luken 
Dymally Lundine 
Early Lungren 
Eckart <OH> Manton 
Eckert <NY> Markey 
Edwards CCA> Martin <NY> 
English Martinez 
Erdreich Matsui 
Evans <IL> Mavroules 
Fascell Mazzoli 
~o McCain 
Fish McCloskey 
Florio McCollum 
Foley McCurdy 
Ford <MI> McDade 
Ford <TN> McEwen 
Fowler McHugh 
Frank McKinney 
Frost Mica 
Fuqua Mikulski 
Garcia Miller <CA> 
Gaydos Miller <WA> 
Gejdenson Mineta 
Gephardt Moakley 
Gibbons Montgomery 
Gilman Moody 
Glickman Moore 
Gonzalez Morrison <WA> 
Gordon Mrazek 
Gradison Murtha 
Gray <IL> Myers 
Gray CPA> Natcher 
Green Neal 
Guarini Nelson 
Hall <OH> Nielson 
Hall, Ralph Nowak 
Hamilton Oakar 
Hammerschmidt Oberstar 
Hatcher Obey 
Hayes Olin 
Hertel Ortiz 
Hillis Owens 
Horton Packard 
Howard Panetta 
Hoyer Parris 
Hubbard Pease 
Huckaby Pepper 
Hughes Perkins 
Hutto Petri 

Armey 
Badham 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boulter 
Broomfield 

NAYS-121 
Brown<CO> 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chapple 
Cheney 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 

Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Ray 
Reid 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Schneider 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Shumway 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Solarz 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sweeney 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO) 

Coleman <MO> 
Conte 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Davis 
DeLay 
De Wine 

Dickinson 
Dornan<CA> 
Dreier 
Dyson 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
Evans <IA> 
Fa well 
Fields 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gunderson 
Hansen 
Hartnett 
Hawkins 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hiler 
Hopkins 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Kindness 
Kolbe 
Kramer 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leach <IA> 
Lent 
Lewis <CA> 
Lewis <FL> 

Barnes 
Bereuter 
Bonior <MI> 
Brown <CA> 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Campbell 
Daub 
Dellums 
Dowdy 
Edgar 
Feighan 
Fiedler 
Flippo 
Foglietta 
Franklin 
Frenzel 
Gregg 

Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Lott 
Lowery<CA> 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
McCandless 
McGrath 
McKernan 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Molinari 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Oxley 
Penny 
Regula 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schroeder 

Schuette 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith, Denny 

COR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

COR> 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Stangeland 
Strang 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swindall 
Tauk.e 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
WoU 
Young(AK) 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-54 
Grotberg 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Holt 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Kennelly 
Lantos 
Long 
Lujan 
MacKay 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Morrison <CT> 
Murphy 
Nichois 
O 'Brien 
Pashayan 
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Rangel 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Savage 
Scheuer 
Seiberling 
Shelby 
Shuster 
Snyder 
Staggers 
Swift 
Thomas<CA> 
Watkins 
Whittaker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wortley 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 4767. An act to deauthorize the 
project for improvements at Racine Harbor, 
WI. 

DR. DALE PATTERSON 
<Mr. HUTTO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
proud to ask my colleagues to join me 
in welcoming our guest chaplain for 

0 This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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today, Dr. Dale Patterson of Pensaco
la, FL. 

Dr. Patterson, a native of Mississip
pi, now pastors at the East Brent Bap
tist Church in Pensacola. East Brent is 
the fifth church Dale has served since 
his ordination in 1962. He attended 
the New Orleans Baptist Theological 
Seminary and received his master of 
divinity in 1977 and his doctorate of 
ministry in 1979. 

Dale epitomizes the word "pastor" in 
the truest sense by the manner in 
which he cares for his people. Under 
his leadership for the past 4 years, the 
church has experienced phenomenal 
growth in membership, staffing, and 
building programs. In the past 18 
months alone, 205 adult families have 
joined East Brent. This growth is 
without a doubt attributed to his gen
uine love and concern for the members 
of his congregation. More than once 
he has gone the extra mile to serve
waking at 3 in the morning in order to 
make a 5-hour drive to Birmingham, 
AL, in time to be with a family whose 
loved one was to have surgery at 9 
o'clock and then back to Pensacola for 
evening services. 

His love of God and genuine belief 
that his strength and success in pas
toring is, indeed, in the hands of his 
Lord are heartwarming in today;s 
hectic world. His family consists of 
two sons and daughters-in-law, a 
grandson, a granddaughter, and 
Louise, his loving wife of 25 years who 
is here with him today. 

0 1225 

REPORT ON CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION SETTING FORTH 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1987, 1988, AND 
1989 
Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania, from 

the Committee on the Budget, submit
ted a privileged report <Rept. No. 99-
598, Part I) on the concurrent resolu
tion <H. Con. Res. 337) setting forth 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal years 1987, 
1988, and 1989, which was referred to 
the Committee on Rules pursuant to 
subsection 30l<c) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 197 4, as amended 
<Public Law 93-344, as amended by 
Public Law 99-177), for a period not to 
exceed 5 legislative days, for consider
ation of such portions of the concur
rent resolution as fall within that com
mittee's jurisdiction pursuant to 
clause l(q), rule X, and ordered to be 
printed. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
AFFAIRS TO SIT TOMORROW, 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 14, 1986, 
DURING 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit-

tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be 
permitted to sit tomorrow, Wednes
day, May 14, 1986, during the 5-minute 
rule. 

This request has been cleared with 
the minority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
MoNTGOMERY). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
West Virginia? 

Mr. DioGUARDI. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, I would ask 
the gentleman, with whom has this 
been cleared? 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, this has been 
cleared with the ranking minority 
member, the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAIG], and has been, I under
stand, with the ranking minority 
member on the full Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. DIOGUARDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATION INTRODUCED TO 
REPEAL ONE-WAY TOLL ON 
VERRANZANO BRIDGE 
<Mr. WEISS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, today 
along with nine of my colleagues from 
New York and New Jersey of both po
litical parties, I am introducing legisla
tion to repeal the congressionally 
mandated, one-way toll on the Verra
zano Bridge between Staten Island 
and Brooklyn in New York City. 

That bridge was built and is main
tained entirely with local funds. It 
connects one part of New York City 
with another. Yet, last fall, Congess 
making a serious mistake, both sub
stantively and in violation of the basic 
principles of federalism, forced the 
city to change to a one-way toll; ignor
ing the city's pleas, disrupting traffic 
patterns and dumping Staten Island's 
traffic problems onto the congested 
streets of downtown Manhattan, Eliza
beth, Roselle Park, and other commu
nities in New Jersey and the Gowanus 
Expressway in Brooklyn. 

Just after 1 month of this mandated 
6-month experiment, the traffic plan 
is an unqualified disaster. According to 
the Metropolitan Transit Authority, 
some 4,000 extra vehicles have been 
handed a toll-free round trip and try 
to squeeze through the Holland 
Tunnel each day, aggravating traffic 
problems throughout the region. 

The only way to remedy this disaster 
and to correct our mistake is to repeal 
the law. I urge my colleages to support 
this bill to do so. 

PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL 
COMMEMORATIVE PLAQUE ACT 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion be discharged from further con
sideration of the bill <H.R. 4382) tore
quire the Architect of the Capitol to 
place a plaque at the original site of 
Providence Hospital, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not intend to 
object but I take this time for the pur
pose of yielding to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. YouNG] so he might be 
able to describe the bill to the House. 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, in celebration of the 
125th anniversary of Providence Hos
pital, the Sisters of the Daughters of 
Charity of St. Vincent de Paul are 
seeking permission to erect a com
memorative plaque at the original site 
of the hospital. This site is currently 
part of the Capitol Grounds and is lo
cated at Second and D Streets SW. 
The bill authorizes the Architect of 
the Capitol to acquire or to accept by 
donation and to erect on the site an 
appropriately inscribed plaque and 
pedestal designating this as the origi
nal site of Providence Hospital. There 
would be no cost to the Government 
for the plaque, its·pedestal, or its erec
tion on the site. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
BLILEY], the author of the bill. 

Mr. BLILEY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the chairman of the subcommittee for 
his assistance in moving this bill 
through markup and bringing it to the 
floor today. The subcommittee took 
care to ensure that H.R. 4382 was 
properly drafted to effect its purpose. 
I concur in its judgment that the 
amendments offered by my colleague 
from Florida were necessary and ap
propriate. 

I know that the Daughters of Char
ity and staff at Providence Hospital 
are also grateful for the subcommit
tee's efforts, especially so because they 
have been planning the dedication of 
this plaque as one of the events to 
commemorate Providence's 125th an
niversary. Upon House and Senate ap
proval of this bill, they may do so. For 
the other Members information, that 
event will be this Saturday, May 17. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 4382 and at this time would like to 
commend the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds, the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. YouNG], and the rank-
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ing minority member of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], for their 
fine work in bringing this bill before the House 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4382, a bill entitled the 
Providence Hospital Commemorative Plaque 
Act authorizes the Architect of the Capitol to 
place a plaque at the original site of Provi
dence Hospital, currently part of the Capitol 
grounds. Providence Hospital was located on 
this site during the years 1861 through 1956. 
Founded in 1861 by the Daughters of Charity 
of St. Vincent de Paul from Emmitsburg, MD, 
they have requested passage of this legisla
tion as part of their 125th anniversary celebra
tion of Providence Hospital. The cost associ
ated with the ,preparation of the plaque and 
pedestral will be borne by the Daughters of 
Charity at Providence Hospital. 

Mr. Speaker, passage of H.R. 4382 is a 
small tribute we can pay for all the invaluable 
years of service the Daughters of Charity have 
given to the Washington community. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge enactment of H.R. 
4382. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4382 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION l. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Providence 
Hospital Commemorative Plaque Act". 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to commemo
rate Providence Hospital for providing 125 
years of service to the District of Columbia 
by authorizing the placement of a plaque at 
the original site of the Hospital. 
SEC. 3. PREPARATION OF PLAQUE. 

(a) REQUIRED SPECIFICATIONS.-The Archi
tect of the Capitol shall prepare or accept 
by donation a plaque that-

( 1) is 36 inches in width and 24 inches in 
height; 

(2) displays on the left one-third of the 
plaque a bas-relief of Providence Hospital as 
it existed in 1866; and 

(3) displays on the right two-thirds of the 
plaque the following language in caslon 
typeface: 

"ORIGINAL SITE OF PROVIDENCE HOSPITAL 
"Providence Hospital was located on this 

site during the years 1861 through 1956. 
Founded in 1861 by the Daughters of Char
ity of Saint Vincent de Paul from Emmits
burg, Maryland, the hospital was chartered 
by an Act of Congress in 1864. 

"During the Civil War, while other hospi
tals in Washington, D.C., were filled with 
war casualties, Providence Hospital had the 
special mission of providing care primarily 
to the civilian population. Originally located 
in a private home, the hospital moved in 
1866 to the more permanent quarters illus
trated on this plaque. 

"On this site, Providence Hospital opened 
the area's first surgical amphitheater in 
1882, inaugurated the first social service de
partment in 1894, and opened the first con
tagious ward in 1898. 

"Providence Hospital moved to its present 
location at 12th and Varnum Streets, NE, in 
1956.". 

(b) DISCRETIONARY SPECIFICATIONS.-The 
Architect of the Capitol shall-

( 1) prepare the plaque described in subsec
tion <a> with such additional specifications 
as the Architect determines to be appropri
ate for carrying out the purpose of this Act; 
or 

(2) require any such plaque that is donat
ed to comply with such additional specifica
tions. 
SEC. 4. MOUNTING OF PLAQUE. 

The Architect of the Capitol shall mount 
any plaque prepared or accepted by dona
tion under section 3 on a pedestal to be built 
in accordance with section 5. 
SEC. 5. CONSTRUCTION OF PEDESTAL. 

(a) LOCATION.- The Architect of the Cap
itol shall construct a pedestal at a location 
that approximates the location of the main 
entrance of Providence Hospital as it exist
ed in 1866 or, if the Architect of the Capitol 
determines that such location is not practi
cable, at a nearby location on the original 
site of Providence Hospital. 

(b) SPECIFICATIONS.-The pedestal referred 
to in subsection <a> shall be constructed 
with such specifications as the Architect of 
the Capitol determines to be appropriate for 
carrying out the purpose of this Act. 
SEC. 6. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The United States may 
not pay any expense of the preparation and 
mounting of the plaque or the construction 
of the pedestal under this Act. 

(b) DONATION OF FuNDS.-The Architect of 
the Capitol shall carry out this Act only if 
sufficient funds are donated for such pur
pose. 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. HOWARD 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I offer 

several amendments, and I ask unani
mous consent they be considered en 
bloc. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. HowARD: 

Page 2, strike lines 1 through 3 and insert 
the following: 
SEC. 3. SPECIFICATIONS FOR AND INSTALLATION 

OF PLAQUE. 
(a) SPECIFICATIONS.-The Architect of the 

Capitol is authorized to acquire by purchase 
or donation a plaque that-

Page 3, strike lines 3 through 25 and 
insert the following: 

(b) MOUNTING OF PLAQUE.-The plaque de
scribed in subsection (a) shall be mounted 
on a pedestal to be constructed according to 
such specifications as the Architect of the 
Capitol determines are appropriate for car
rying out the purposes of this Act. 

(C) lNSTALLATION.-Such plaque and pedes
tal shall be installed by the Architect of the 
Capitol at a location on the original site of 
Providence Hospital that is as near as prac
ticable to the location of the main entrance 
of such hospital as it existed in 1866. If such 
location is required for other purposes by 
the Congress, the Architect of the Capitol 
may place such plaque on or near any new 
building erected on such site. 

(d) MAINTENANCE.-The Architect of the 
Capitol shall maintain the plaque and ped-

estal installed under this section as part of 
the United States Capitol Grounds. 
SEC. 4. PAYMENT OF EXPENSES. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT GIFTS.-Not
withstanding any other provision by law, 
the Architect of the Capitol is authorized to 
accept and administer on behalf of the Con
gress gifts and bequests of money for the 
purpose of acquisition, preparation, and in
stallation of the plaque and pedestal de
scribed in section 3. 

(b) TREATMENT OF GIFTS FOR TAX PuR
POSES.-For the purpose of Federal income, 
estate, and gift taxes, any gift or bequest ac
cepted by the Architect of the Capitol 
under this Act shall be deemed to be a gift 
or bequest to or for the benefit of the 
United States. 

(C) OBLIGATIONS AND EXPENDITURES.-The 
Architect of the Capitol is authorized to 
incur all obligations and to make all expend
itures as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act without regard to sec
tion 3709 of the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 
5). 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF AccoUNT.-All gifts 
and bequests of money received for the pur
pose of this Act shall be deposited by the 
Architect of the Capitol in a special account 
established by the Secretary of the Treas
ury and shall be subject to immediate dis
bursement as needed by the Architect in 
order to carry out this Act. 

(e) REPORT.-The Architect of the Capitol 
shall submit to the Congress a final report 
of the money received and expended by him 
in carrying out this Act. 

Page 4, strike line 1 and insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. 5. LIMITATIONS. 

Page 4, line 3, strike "preparation" and 
insert "acquisition, preparation,". 

Mr. HOWARD <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendments be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. HOWARD]. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

0 1235 

PERMITTING 1986 SPECIAL 
OLYMPICS TORCH RELAY TO 
BE RUN THROUGH CAPITOL 
GROUNDS 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transporta
tion be discharged from further con
sideration of the concurrent resolution 
<H. Con. Res. 311) to permit the 1986 
Special Olympics Torch Relay to be 
run through the Capitol Grounds, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 



10442 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 13, 1986 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not intend to 
object, but I take this time for the 
purpose of yielding to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HowARD] for an 
explanation of the resolution. 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentle
man for yielding, and I also thank the 
gentleman for his cooperation on this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Res
olution 311 authorizes the 1986 Spe
cial Olympics Torch Relay to be run 
through the Capitol Grounds as part 
of the journey of the special olympic 
torch to the District of Columbia Spe
cial Olympics spring games to be con
ducted at Gallaudet College, in the 
District of Columbia, on or about May 
30, 1986. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a provision in 
the law prohibiting torches from being 
carried on the Capitol Grounds, I 
imagine because of what happened in 
1812. We did have to pass special legis
lation in 1984 so that the Olympic 
torch could be carried through the 
Capitol Grounds on its way to the 
Olympics in Los Angeles. This resolu
tion does the same thing for the Spe
cial Olympics to be held at Gallaudet. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, further re
serving the right to object, at this time 
I would inquire of the gentleman from 
New Jersey, I would assume that the 
carrier of this torch must not be wear
ing a red coat; is that correct? 

Mr. HOWARD. I certainly presume 
that that will not be the case, I say to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, this activi
ty is a wonderful activity which tre
mendously helps an underprivileged 
portion of our society in their efforts 
to attain self -esteem, and I certainly 
support it. 

Mr. YOUNG of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of House Concurrent Resolution 
311. 

Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues are aware, 
the Special Olympics, founded in 1968 by 
Eunice Kennedy Shriver, provides year-round 
training and competition to any individual age 
8 or older who is mentally retarded. House 
Concurrent Resolution 311 authorizes the 
1986 Special Olympics Torch Relay to be run 
through the Capitol Grounds on or about May 
30, 1986, as part of the journey of the Special 
Olympic torch to the District of Columbia Spe
cial Olympics spring games to be conducted 
at Gallaudet College, in the District of Colum
bia. 

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this legislation is 
a very positive step toward promoting interest 
in the Special Olympics and I urge passage of 
the bill. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, as the author of 
House Concurrent Resolution 311, I am proud 
to rise in full support of this very worthwhile 
measure authorizing the 1986 Special Olym
pics Torch Relay to be run through the Capitol 
Grounds. Quite simply, this measure is a 

strong and well deserved expression of con
gressional support for the Special Olympics. 

I want to commend the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, Mr. HowARD, and the Sub
committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
Mr. YOUNG of Missouri, for their expeditious 
treatment of this legislation. 

I am privileged to author this resolution for a 
number of reasons, most notably, because of 
my longstanding support for the Special Olym
pics, but also because the torch relay is being 
sponsored nationwide by law enforcement, a 
profession I was proud to serve for 23 years. 

The torch relay is being coordinated nation
wide by the law enforcement community and 
is designed to raise funds for the Special 
Olympics. It is scheduled to be run through 
the Capitol Grounds on May 30, where it will 
culminate at opening ceremonies for the Dis
trict of Columbia Special Olympics spring 
games to be held at Gallaudet College. 

The Special Olympics, which was founded 
in 1986 by Eunice Kennedy Shriver, provides 
year-round training and competition in 14 
sporting events to any individual age 8 or 
older who is mentally retarded. The Special 
Olympics provide a very rewarding experience 
for more than 1 million athletes in over 20,000 
communities in the United States and 50 for
eign countries. 

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to work with the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms in 
developing this legislation. Daniel M. Hartnett, 
Deputy Associate Director for BA TF is the di
rector of the Law Enforcement Torch Run for 
the District of Columbia Special Olympics, and 
he is responsible for planning the route, re
cruiting runners and coordinating local fund 
raising activities. The torch relay is being co
ordinated by the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police-a leading national police 
group I have been proud to work with over the 
years on a number of important issues. The 
torch relay is sponsored by the Armour Food 
Cos. Logistical support will be provided by the 
"Good Sam Club," a national nework of recre
ational vehicle owners. 

I would also like to point out that identical 
legislation has been introduced in the Senate 
by the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota, JAMES ABDNOR. 

Mr. Speaker, the Special Olympics Torch 
Relay is a very positive way of promoting in
terest in the Special Olympics, while also rais
ing much needed funds to ensure that the 
Special Olympics experience can continue to 
grow. I urge its unanimous approval here 
today. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the concurrent reso

lution, as follows: 
H. CoN. RES. 311 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), 
SECTION 1. RUNNING OF SPECIAL OLYMPICS 

TORCH RELAY THROUGH CAPITOL 
GROUNDS. 

On May 30, 1986, or on such other date as 
the Speaker of the House of Representa
tives and the President pro tempore of the 

Senate may authorize jointly, the 1986 Spe
cial Olympics Torch Relay may be run 
through the Capitol Grounds as part of the 
journey of the Special Olympic torch to the 
District of Columbia Special Olympics 
Spring Games to be conducted at Gallaudet 
College, in the District of Columbia. 
SEC. 2. AUTHORITY OF CAPITOL POLICE BOARD 

The Capitol Police Board shall take such 
action as may be necessary to carry out the 
first section of this resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was 
agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the bill and the resolution 
just considered and adopted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

AMERICA STANDING TALL?-PR 
VERSUS REALITY 

<Mr. JACOBS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, America 
is standing tall again. The American 
flag is once again respected around 
the world. That is the PRof it. There
ality of it is that Secretary Shultz this 
morning said that he was going to 
drop everything to come to Capitol 
Hill and lobby for enormous increases 
in the appropriations for the physical 
protection of American embassies 
around the globe. 

With American tourists deciding to 
stay home this summer, "PR" could 
very well stand for "pretty ridiculous," 
especially in a warfare state. 

SAN PEDRO RIPARIAN 
NATIONAL CONSERVATION AREA 

<Mr. KOLBE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.)90[H13MY6-
76l{H2608} KOLBE 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, today, 
along with the entire Arizona delega
tion in both the House and Senate, I 
am introducing legislation to establish 
the San Pedro Riparian National Con
servation Area in Cochise County, AZ. 
This bill assigns to the Bureau of Land 
Management the responsibility of pro
tecting this unique and beautiful area 
in a manner that will enhance public 
appreciation of the significant natural 
resources found along the San Pedro 
River. 

The San Pedro River flows into the 
United States from Mexico and runs 
more than 100 miles until it joins the 
Gila River. The area to be designat-
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ed-a 30-mile stretch from near the 
border to Benson-is home to a wide 
array of unique and special wildlife, 
such as the peregrine falcon. It is also 
the site of the only preserved Spanish 
presidio in Arizona. The San Pedro Ri
parian National Conservation Area 
contains over 100 other known prehis
toric and historic archeological sites, 
and fossil sites where evidence of an
cient mammoths can be found. 

This bill calls for the completion of 
a comprehensive plan for the long
term management, development and 
protection of the unique resources 
found here. This plan will be devel
oped with the advice and assistance of 
a multiple use advisory council, and 
with full opportunities for public par
ticipation and comment. 

Taken together, this legislation is a 
unique opportunity to further land 
use planning which is sensitive to the 
environmental requirements of this 
special land, while also planning for 
the future appreciation of this area by 
the people of Arizona. I am hopeful 
that the House Interior Committee, 
and the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands will take swift action on this im
portant legislation. 

"OLD GLORY" RESPECTED 
AROUND THE WORLD 

<Mr. DORNAN of California asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, let me offer a quick prolog 
about whether or not our flag is re
spected around the world. I wish the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. JAcoBs] 
and every Member had been with Sen
ator LuGAR and me, along with the 
Vice President of the United States, 
our great Vice President, GEORGE 
BusH, entering the stadium last 
Thursday in Costa Rica for the swear
ing in of their new President, Oscar 
Arias. 

As each nation came into the stadi
um, as at the Olympics, there was 
polite cheering from the crowd. When 
Old Glory entered the stadium with 
this group of Americans-two Mem
bers from the Congress of the United 
States, our Vice President, and several 
ambassadors-the crowd simply went 
wild. They gave us a standing, pound
ing ovation that went on and on and 
on. No other nation from this hemi
sphere even came close. The United 
States is still the citadel of freedom 
around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason I use today 
is to express my support for a tower
ing figure of history whose presence 
we honor on Capitol Hill today in the 
Rayburn Building. We just finished a 
ceremony in the rotunda. Anatoly 
Shcharansky, now known as Natan
Hebrew for "God-given"-is among us. 
I wore his bracelet for 8 years; that is 

almost a seventh of my life. He took 
that bracelet from me this morning 
and said, "Let's break it, Congress
man." 

It did not quite break. It was bent 
into a "V"-a "V" for "victory" I said, 
but he said; "No a V for visa." Mr. 
Speaker, we cannot forget the other 
400,000 Jewish and Pentecostal dissi
dents who suffer in the Soviet Union. 

This giant of a man, all 5 feet, 2 
inches of him, is like our Daniel Web
ster, the only man whose words are in
scribed on the walls of this anywhere. 
God bless Natan Shcharansky now 
that he is home with us, and may we 
in this Chamber, this citadel of free
dom and this great freedom-loving 
Nation, seek freedom for everyone in 
the world from Central America to the 
gulags of the Soviet Union. 

"NOTCH" PERIOD 
(Mr. BILIRAKIS asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I'd 
like to take a moment today to remind 
my colleagues of some discrimination 
that exists in our society. I know it is 
difficult to believe that our society is 
still tolerating discrimination of any 
kind, but it is. More importantly, how
ever, is the fact that we, in Congress, 
are in a position to do something to 
stop it and are not. 

The discrimination I am referring to, 
of course, is that imposed upon thou
sands of senior citizens as a result of 
the "notch" period in the Social Secu
rity system which results in less bene
fits to some, due simply to the year in 
which they happened to have been 
born. Why do we allow this discrimina
tion to continue? 

On May 15, hundreds of "notch" 
babies from every district will come to 
Washington to remind us, once again, 
of the unfair treatment they continue 
to be up against. It is my strong desire 
that we listen to their plea and act by 
passing legislation such as my bill, 
H.R. 65, in order to restore fairness 
and equality to our Social Security 
system. 
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BETTER RELATIONS WITH 
MEXICO 

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the New York Times carried 
an article on Mexico's drug interdic
tion efforts or lack of them. It quoted 
Commissioner Von Raab as saying 
that Mexican officials are corrupt and 
incompetent. 

Mr. Speaker, while Mexico's re
sponse to narcotics control has been 
less than satisfactory, I wonder if re-

marks like Mr. Von Raab are in our 
best interests. Do we call the French 
or our NATO allies names when they 
refuse to cooperate on Libyan terror
ism? 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that 
we treat Mexico as another Third 
World country with a big debt and do 
not give it the mature position in our 
relationship that it deserves. 

Mr. Speaker, we fail to give our rela
tionship with Mexico a strong priority. 
We have enormous problems, whether 
it is immigration, drugs, whether it is 
Central America or whether it is pollu
tion control. We spend days with our 
big seven partners, yet only 2 hours 
with our problems with Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, let us give more atten
tion to our Mexican relationship, be
cause the problems we have are im
mense and they deserve more atten
tion. 

THE EXAMPLE OF ANATOLY 
SHCHARANSKY 

<Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the 
congressional ceremony for Anatoly 
Shcharansky was a moving and im
pressive one. I am very, very proud of 
the Congress for bringing this great 
freedom fighter to the Capitol. 

I would like to remind our colleagues 
that a number of members of the Con
gressional Black Caucus joined with 
me in sending a letter to the Soviet 
Jewry March in New York on Sunday 
past. In that communication to them, 
we reminded that committee that 
when Frederick Douglass moved for 
freedom, he was told to wait. When 
Susan B. Anthony advanced the cause 
of women, she was told to wait. When 
Martin Luther King reignited the civil 
rights struggle in America, he was told 
to wait. When black South Africans 
now move for freedom in South 
Africa, they are told to wait. 

So we know there are over 400,000 
other Soviet Jews that are in the same 
position that Anatoly Shcharansky 
was. We must all join with them and 
stay with them until their cause has 
been won. 

PRESIDENT REAGAN SHOULD 
MEET WITH ANATOLY 
SHCHARANSKY 
(Mr. COURTER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, it's 
been said that free men and women 
have two homes: one where people are 
free, the other where they are not 
free. Anatoly Shcharansky is such a 
free man, and I join in welcoming him 
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to the home of freedom. We Ameri
cans believe each individual's freedom 
is precious, and we rejoiced when the 
Soviet leaders released him. But Mr. 
Shcharansky is important, too, as a 
symbol-a symbol of the powerlessness 
of tyranny in the face of idomitable 
courage. 

Elie Weisel has said that "indiffer
ence to evil is evil." This is why Ameri
cans can't be indifferent to Mr. 
Shcharansky's struggle and triumph. 
And this is why the administration's 
apparent decision to downplay his 
presence here has disturbed many of 
us. The worst feature of the State De
partment's policy of not unduly dis
tressing the Soviet leaders is its abject 
willingness to participate in a kind of 
self-censorship which serves Soviet 
purposes and no one else's. 

Even at this late date, I urge Presi
dent Reagan-one of the most coura
geous leaders of our time-to meet 
publicly and openly with Anatoly 
Shcharansky-one of the most coura
geous men of our time. Together they 
might remind the whole world that 
the American Government, like the 
people it represents, has the courage 
to reject indifference to evil. 

HEART TRANSPLANT NEEDED 
FOR WESTERN NORTH CARO
LINA INFANT, JENNA HUGHES 
(Mr. HENDON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. HENDON. Mr. Speaker, while in 
my congressional district over the 
weekend, I learned about an infant 
girl from Yancey County, NC, who 
desperately needs a heart transplant. 

Jenna Hughes is 2 weeks old. She 
was born with a hypolastic left ventri
cle, which prevents the pumping of 
blood to her body. Jenna is a fighter. 
This morning she remains in critical, 
but stable condition, but she just will 
not make it, Mr. Speaker, if a heart 
donor is not found this week. 

Little Jenna has been accepted as a 
heart transplant candidate by Lorna 
Linda University Medical Center in 
Lorna Linda, CA. As soon as a compati
ble donor is located, she will be flown 
from North Carolina to California by 
a specialized Lorna Linda medical 
team. 

Her parents have agreed to relocate 
to California for at least 1 year if their 
child receives the transplant. 

Jenna Hughes could become the 
sixth newborn infant to receive a 
transplant and the first to fly from 
the east coast to the very fine Lorna 
Linda Medical Center for treatment. 

Jenna and her family and all of us in 
western North Carolina would appreci
ate any assistance that anyone could 
provide. 

LEGISLATION TO ALLOW DRUG 
RELATED OFFENSES TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FACTOR IN 
DEATH PENALTY 
<Mr. SHAW asked and was given pre

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, today 
along with the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS], the gentleman 
from California [Mr. LuNGREN], and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HuNTER], I am introducing legislation 
to allow drug related offenses to be 
considered as a factor in determining 
whether the death penalty shall be 
imposed in Federal cases. Although 
this Congress is slow to move on the 
death penalty legislation currently 
pending in committee, I am convinced 
that the death penalty is warranted in 
certain circumstances and it should be 
imposed in Federal cases. 

The bill I introduce today will pro
vide for the death penalty in cases in
volving murder and further provides 
that a Federal jury, in determining 
whether to recommend the death pen
alty, be permitted to consider as an ag
gravating factor in their deliberations 
a defendant's previous drug related 
convictions. 

We all know, Mr. Speaker, that the 
drug war in this country is being 
fought from every angle possible by 
our law enforcement agencies and that 
lives of law enforcement agents are 
being lost, and the lives of drug users 
are being lost, but the lives and profits 
of the drug dealer are enriched every 
time he walks from a court house or 
out of a prison cell. It is time to ele
vate the crimes of the drug dealer, Mr. 
Speaker, to those considered most seri
ous in this country and that is to sub
ject to the death penalty, the crimi
nals who violate our drug laws. 

CONTRASTING THREE MILE 
ISLAND AND CHERNOBYL 

<Mr. GEKAS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, at last 
the Soviet Union seems to be becom
ing more forthcoming in the news and 
itemization of what actually went on 
in that nuclear disaster. They are re
porting more deaths, which were pre
dictable, more areas covered by evacu
ation, even larger areas contaminated 
for hundreds of years with radiation. 

What a contrast to what occurred 
when that incident happened at Three 
Mile Island, when within hours after 
the first report a tremendous crowd of 
reporters and media representatives 
from all over the world found them
selves in Harrisburg, PA, seeking and 
finding answers, thus protecting the 
world from a potential mishap-happi
ly that was not the case at Three Mile 

Island-but the contrast between the 
secrecy and reluctance of the Soviet 
Government to release information 
that endangered the entire world will 
show up time and time again as we 
proceed with cultivating our relation
ships with the Soviet Union, to be 
careful about their word, to be careful 
about their secrecy, to be careful 
about their closed society. 

MORE SPENDING ON 
CONGRESSIONAL MAIL 

<Mr. WALKER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, some of 
us have caused some consternation in 
recent days by suggesting that the 
$100 million that we originally appro
priated for congressional mail should 
be enough, that we ought not to sup
plement that with additional money 
because the American people have a 
right to expect us to cut down on our 
own mailings at a time when we are 
telling the American people to cut 
back as a result of the Federal deficit 
and that has caused a great deal of 
consternation. In fact, there have been 
all kinds of attempts to figure out 
ways how we can get more money. 

Well, this weekend the Congress 
came up with a dandy. They simply 
have gone out and declared our mail
ing program around here, our congres
sional mail, a new entitlement pro
gram. That is right. What they have 
done is declare that for congressional 
mail there is now an open-ended blank 
check for the Congress to spend as 
much as it wants to, an open-ended 
blank check for the Congress, but not 
for the American people. They will 
end up paying for this new entitle
ment program and the new ruling is 
such that they may end up paying for 
congressional mail with higher post
age rates. 

Imagine that. Congress in order to 
get around its overspending problem 
in mail may be passing the bill along 
to all Americans in the form of higher 
postage. Unbelievable. Simply unbe
lievable, but true. Sad, but true. 

CONGRESSIONAL MAIL-A 
RESPONSE 

<Mr. FAZIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to respond to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. I just 
happened to be in the Chamber and 
heard the gentleman who spoke about 
congressional postage here a minute 
ago. 

It is true that an opinion of the Gen
eral Accounting Office under the Anti
Deficiency Act, requested, by the way, 
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by the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
GRAMM] and the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. QUAYLE] and several others who 
were critical of the process we were at
tempting to use to honestly fund the 
shortfall that we had here in provid
ing for our frank. That request that 
they made, yes, did in fact come for
ward with an opinion that the legisla
tive branch has been deemed to have 
paid its bills sufficiently for the rest of 
the fiscal year. 

Most of us here in the Congress were 
prepared to go forward in the proper 
manner with a supplemental appro
priation to make sure that the funding 
was made up. We wanted to make a 
number of reforms in the process, lim
iting the number of newsletters, cut
ting down on the number of first-class 
computer letters that are sent out. 

Even though we have a tremendous 
increase in the amount of mail coming 
in, we were prepared to make reforms 
in the amount of mail that we can 
send out, particularly in an election 
year. 

The gentleman who was just speak
ing single-handedly has gone about 
the process of frustrating us in our 
desire to deal with this in a manner 
that we need to honestly fund that 
shortfall. 

I regret very much that some will 
now hide behind this opinion, which 
has been sought by Mr. GRAMM and 
some of the critics of congressional 
mail. 

0 1300 
So I would say at this point the 

record should show that the proper 
way to perform our duties here, pro
ceeding with reforms in the congres
sional mailing process, has been frus
trated. It has been frustrated by the 
very gentleman who just spoke out, 
seemingly placing himself on the side 
of the angels. 

AN END RUN ON CONGRESSION
AL MAILING PRIVILEGES 

<Mr. COBLE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is amazing to 
have the chairman of the appropria
tions subcommittee that is attempting 
to thrust another $45 million down 
the throats of the American people for 
congressional mail come up and make 
a statement like he just did. 

It seems to me that what is clear is 
that this gentleman was attempting to 
say that we ought to live with the $100 
million that we originally appropri
ated for mail. That is what some of 
the gentlemen in the other body are 

also suggesting, that we ought to live 
with that kind of appropriation proc
ess. 

That is what we decided we were 
going to do earlier in this fiscal year, 
and now the gentleman wants to turn 
around and say those of us who 
wanted to save the money are, in fact, 
at fault for this particular ruling. That 
is not the case. What we are attempt
ing to do is get some limits on the 
process, and the way that an end run 
has now been done is to get the whole 
process declared an entitlement. 

I would remind the gentleman from 
California who just spoke that it was 
the Speaker himself who suggested 
about 2 weeks ago that if we could not 
get the appropriation through here, 
maybe we would just have to go out 
and get a way to have the post office 
pay for it. The fact is, that is exactly 
what has been done now. They have 
figured out a way for the post office to 
pay for our mail without our having to 
come up with the appropriation. 

I think that is just incredible, given 
the fact that the American people are 
really very, very much concerned 
about this mailing process that is cost
ing them now more than $100 million 
a year. 

FUNDING THE SHORTFALL IN 
CONGRESSIONAL MAILING 
COSTS 
<Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, in 
the interest of fairness, I yield to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I appreci
ate my friend, the gentleman from 
Kansas, yielding. 

What is really incredible is the hypo
critical way we go about dealing with 
this issue on the floor. First of all, 
there was never any hidden method in 
our approach to funding the shortfall 
in mailing. It was clear very early on 
this year that, given Gramm-Rudman, 
given reductions imposed in the other 
body, given the shortfaff that was ob
vious very early on, that we needed to 
make some reforms in the way we 
handle our congressional mail and at 
the same time we needed additional 
funding to get to an honest figure. 

A bipartisan group of Members of 
both the leadership of the Republi
cans and the Democrats got together. 
We reached an agreement and we 
brought that agreement to the floor as 
part of the supplemental appropria
tions bill. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
objected and indicated that he, him
self, would stand in the way of dealing 
with this in an up-front and candid 
way, and as a result of not wanting to 
expose the colleagues on the floor who 
would vote responsibly in both parties, 

we took that provision out of the sup
plemental bill. 

Today we find that the very people, 
the four Members of the other body 
who have been most enjoying this di
lemma we face, who have sought this 
opinion, got an answer they did not 
expect. It is an old saw to know the 
answer before you ask the question if 
you are a good lawyer. These good 
lawyers did not know the answer they 
would get. The one they got, in effect, 
absolves us from being responsible. I 
regret that, I would still like to pro
ceed in an honest way to make re
forms in the congressional mailing 
process and to fund honestly what we 
need. 

STICK WITH THE LOWER 
FIGURE FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
MAIL 
<Mr. DioGUARDI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DioGUARDI. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it needs to be 
made clear precisely what the gentle
man from Pennsylvania was going to 
do with regard to franked mail. I was 
going to bring an amendment to the 
floor to strike the money in the sup
plemental bill. That is what the House 
did not want to vote on. 

All I was suggesting was that the 
House ought to vote on the issue 
again, just as we voted on the issue 
before. When the original appropria
tion bill went through for legislative 
appropriations, the House specifically 
decided that it was going to lower the 
amount that was in the original bill. 
We made a specific determination out 
here that the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. MILLER] asked us to do, that we 
were going to stick with a lower figure 
for mail. 

We found out that Members over
mailed. So, therefore, that figure is a 
problem for us. All I was going to do 
was ask the House to stick with its 
previous position, or whether or not it 
was going to vote for more money for 
mail. The gentleman from California 
now admits that if the House had had 
that question posed to it, a lot of 
Members would not vote for the addi
tional money. 

Then I think we ought to live with 
what we have appropriated, and that 
is all this gentleman says. We ought to 
be able to live with $100 million. The 
gentleman from California is suggest
ing that it is hypocritical to bring such 
an issue to the floor, that it is hypo
critical to suggest that Congress 
should be be able to live with $100 mil
lion in mailing expenses. I do not 
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regard that as hypocritical at all. I 
think it is a question that the Ameri
can people deserve to have addressed 
and have addressed openly. I was pre
pared to do that through a voting 
process and that is precisely what the 
gentleman from California has sought 
to avoid. 

LET US DEAL WITH THE 
MAILING ISSUE UP FRONT 

<Mr. BOUCHER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. I appreciate my friend, 
the gentleman from Virginia, yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is incor
rect in where I was placing the term 
hypocrisy. That is one thing I think 
we can agree to. 

I do not think it is hypocritical for 
the Members to deal honestly and up 
front with an issue that affects every 
one of us. Were we all to be required 
to go on a rollcall vote, and that may 
yet come, I am sure that a majority, a 
responsible majority, would vote in 
order that we not leave the Postal 
Service of what it really will cost to 
provide for the mail that we all know 
must go out. 

What is hypocritical is that those 
Members who vote "no" know very 
well that their mail will be sent out, 
just as any who vote "aye." We all 
have the same dilemma. I happen to 
have sent out my first newsletter in 2 
years most recently. I do not know 
how many the gentleman from Penn
sylvania sent out, but I would guess it 
is probably somewhat more than I 
have sent. 

That is not the issue. We are all indi
vidually in charge of the mail as it re
lates to our own offices. But the insti
tution does have a certain responsibil
ity to respond to people who write us. 
Contrary to popular belief, it is not all 
newsletters that we send out here. We 
send out a tremendous amount of mail 
in response to very deep concerns that 
our constituents have. They address 
those concerns to us and it is our re
sponsibility to answer them. If we do 
not have enough funds to do that 
after May or June of this year, I do 
not think we have fulfilled our respon
sibility to the people who elected us. 

The way to deal with that is not 
through some legal opinion that has 
been sought by our critics. It is to deal 
with the issue up front, and I am 
pleased to say that the Congress was 
prepared to do that until the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] 
intervened. 

CONTINUED DIALOG ON 
CONGRESSIONAL MAILING 

<Mr. MOLINARI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman from California can hear 
me, I would just like to suggest to my 
colleagues who have been involved in 
this colloquy that we have a relatively 
short agenda today, and I think this is 
a very important topic that everybody 
is interested in. 

I would make the recommendation 
that at the conclusion today, if we 
could get the two gentlemen who were 
involved in debate, and anybody else 
interested, that we get involved in a 
special order to continue the dialog. I 
think it would be very useful for the 
Members of the House. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOLINARI. I would be happy 
to yield to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just signed up for a 
60-minute special order for today and 
I will be very glad to discuss the topic 
at length at the end of the day. I 
think it would be very useful to have 
the whole thing aired. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for his suggestion. 
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IMMIGRATION REFORM 
<Mr. LUNGREN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I addressed this body on three 
separate occasions in special orders 
concerning the urgent need for immi
gration reform. Yet, despite my pleas 
for this legislation, despite the support 
of the President of the United States 
and the U.S. Senate, and despite the 
exploding growth of illegal entries 
along our border, the House Commit
tee on the Judiciary has answered 
with stony silence. 

In this context, a constituent recent
ly sent me a startling article from my 
hometown paper, the Long Beach 
Press Telegram. This article is entitled 
"Undocumented Alien College Work
shop Set." Undocumented alien, of 
course, means illegal alien. 

The article actually advertises a col
lege workshop for undocumented 
aliens. If you are an undocumented 
immigrant and you wish to enroll in a 
California State university, you wish 
to find out about employment oppor
tunities or even apply for a scholar
ship, you can take this course and find 
out. 

The article states the instruction 
will be both in English and in Spanish; 

the workshop being sponsored by the 
Compton Unified School District and 
California State University of Domin
gos Hills Student Affirmative Action 
Group. It appears now that we are 
going to not only not do anything in 
the House of Representatives, but 
some local governments are going to 
encourage more to come across be
cause of the prospect of educational 
opportunities even with scholarships. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the first things 
we should teach our children is that 
adults face up to their problems, no 
matter how formidable or how intrac
table they may be. 

Is it not time the Committee on the 
Judiciary followed this prescription? 
We need immigration reform legisla
tion not months from now, not weeks 
from now, but today. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5 of 
rule I, the Chair announces that he 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on each motion to suspend the 
rules on which a recorded vote or the 
yeas and nays are ordered, or on which 
the vote is objected to under clause 4 
of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken on Wednesday, May 14, 1986. 

TO ALLOW SUITS AGAINST THE 
UNITED STATES FOR DAM
AGES BY CONTRACTORS IN 
ATOMIC WEAPONS TESTING 
PROGRAMS 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill <H.R. 1338) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to allow suits 
against the United States for acts or 
omissions of contractors in carrying 
out the atomic weapons testing pro
gram, and to substitute the United 
States as the party defendant in suits 
brought against such contractors. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk read as follows: 

H.R.1338 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
chapter 171 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new section: 
"§ 2681. Certain civil actions involving the atomic 

weapons testing program 
"(a)(l) Notwithstanding any other provi

sion of this chapter, or section 2401 of this 
title, an action may be brought against the 
United States for money damages for injury 
to or loss property or for personal injury or 
death due to exposure to radiation based on 
an act or omission of a contractor in carry
ing out an atomic weapons testing program 
under a contract with the United States. In 
any such action, the United States shall be 
liable to the same extent as the contractor 
would be liable, and shall have available as 
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defenses only those defenses that would be 
available to the contractor. 

"(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this chapter, or section 2401 of this title, 
in any action brought against any person 
other than the United States for money 
damages for injury to or loss of property or 
for personal injury or death due to exposure 
to radiation based on an act or omission of a 
contractor in carrying out an atomic weap
ons testing program under a contract with 
the United States, the United States shall 
be substituted as the party defendant and 
shall have available as defenses only those 
defenses available to the contractor. 

"(3) For purposes of any action described 
in paragraph (1) or (2), the contractor shall 
not be considered to be a corporation pri
marily acting as an instrumentality or 
agency of the United States. 

"(4) Any action described in paragraph (1) 
or <2> shall, at the request of any party to 
the action, be tried by the court with a jury. 

"(b) A contractor against whom an action 
described in subsection (a)(2) is brought 
shall promptly deliver all process served 
upon that contractor to the Attorney Gen
eral. Upon certification by the Attorney 
General that the suit against the contractor 
is within the provisions of subsection (a)(2) 
of this section, an action commenced in a 
State court shall be removed without bond 
at any time before trial by the Attorney 
General to the district court of the United 
States for the district and division embrac
ing the place in which the action is pending. 
For purposes of such removal, the certifica
tion by the Attorney General under this 
subsection conclusively that the action is 
within the provisions of subsection <a><2> of 
this section. 

"(c) In any action under subsection (a), 
the United States shall not be liable for in
terest prior to judgment or for punitive 
damages. 

"(d) The judgment in an action under sub
section <a> shall constitute a complete bar to 
any other civil action by the plaintiff, by 
reason of the same subject matter, against 
the contractor whose act or omission gave 
rise to the claim, or against any employee or 
agent of the contractor. 

"(e) The Attorney General or a person 
designated by the Attorney General may ar
bitrate, compromise, or settle any action 
under subsection <a>. 

"(f)(l) No attorney may charge, demand, 
receive, or collect for services rendered, fees 
in excess of 25 percent of any judgment ren
dered, or any compromise or settlement 
made, in an action under subsection <a>. 

"(2) Any attorney who violates paragraph 
< 1 > shall, if recovery be had, be fined not 
more than $2,000 or imprisoned not more 
than one year, or both. 

"(g) This section applies to actions pend
ing on October 19, 1984, and to actions com
menced after that date. 

"(h) For purposes of this section, the term 
'contractor' includes a contractor, or cost re
imbursement subcontractor of any tier, par
ticipating in the conduct of the United 
States atomic weapons testing program for 
the Department of Energy <or any of its 
predecessor agencies, including the Manhat
tan Engineer District, the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and the Energy Research and 
Development Administration>. Such term 
also includes facilities which conduct or 
have conducted research concerning health 
effects of ionizing radiation in connection 
with the testing under contract with the De
partment of Energy <or any of its predeces
sor agencies).". 

<b> The table of sections at the beginning 
of chapter 171 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 
"2681. Certain civil actions involving the 

atomic weapons testing pro
gram.". 

SEc. 2. Section 1346 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

"(g) The district courts shall have exclu
sive jurisdiction of all actions under section 
2681 of this title.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN] will be recognized for 20 
minutes and the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. CoBLE] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, in October 1984, the 
Department of Defense Authorization 
Act of 1985 was enacted into law. In
cluded as a part of this act was section 
1631, which has become known as the 
Warner amendment. The purpose of 
section 1631 was to substitute the 
United States for the contractors as 
defendants in actions arising out of 
the U.S. atomic weapons testing pro
gram. The act also provided that juris
diction for these actions would be 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act. 

As the law stands now, many of the 
pending actions may be subject to dis
missal under provisions of the Federal 
Tort Claims Act or pursuant to the 
Feres doctrine. In fact, in a recent case 
decided by the U.S. District Court, 
Northern District of California, that is 
exactly what happened. 

Prior to enactment of the Warner 
amendment, a cause of action was al
lowable against the Government con
tractors participating in the atomic 
weapons testing program. These 
causes of action were maintainable 
against the contractors in State 
courts, under State tort law and al
lowed for trial by jury. Pursuant to 
these contracts, the contractors would 
be indemnified by the United States 
for any costs of litigation, judgments, 
or settlements paid by the contractors. 

The end result is that military and 
civilian persons who have suffered 
damages as result of the U.S. atomic 
weapons testing program have been 
left with no judicial recourse whatso
ever. 

This bill, sponsored by the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. BoucHER] 
solves the problems created by the 
Warner amendment. 

H.R. 1338 substitutes the United 
States as the sole defendant in cases 
arising out of the U.S. atomic weapons 
testing program, but amends the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act so as to allow 
suits to be brought against the United 

States. The bill limits the United 
States to only those defenses which 
would have been available to the con
tractors. The bill also provides a right 
to a jury trial upon request. 

It is simply a matter of justice and 
equity that we give these people back 
their right to a day in court. 

And I might add parenthetically, 
Mr. Speaker, that most of these people 
were people who were exposed many, 
many years ago to the atomic weapons 
testing program in Utah and Nevada 
and had rights to sue for damages 
caused by exposure to radiation and 
the other damages due to atomic test
ing, and then, whammo, as result of 
the defense authorization bill, this one 
small provision that was put in there, 
they lost their rights to sue. They are 
without a remedy whatsoever. 

H.R. 1338 does not comment on the 
merits of an individual case. It only 
gives these people the right to have 
their case heard in court to restore 
them to the same position they were 
in before the Warner amendment was 
adopted. 

These people who have suffered 
injury or damage arising out of the 
atomic weapons testing program had 
this right before enactment of the 
Warner amendment. Given the nature 
of the contracts involved and the fact 
that ultimately the United States paid 
the bill, I don't think anyone can dis
agree that the United States is the 
proper defendant in this case. What is 
unfair is that by making the United 
States the defendant, the right of 
these individuals to have their case 
heard in court was taken away because 
the United States had no liability 
under the Federal Tort Claims Act. 
This bill basically restores the poten
tial liability of the Government if the 
facts can be proven under the law. 

I urge my colleagues to do the right 
thing today and vote in favor of H.R. 
1338. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be glad to yield to 
my colleague from Virginia [Mr. Bou
CHER], but before I do so, I would like 
to compliment him for the extraordi
nary job he has done in getting this 
legislation to the floor and the fact 
that he has fought so hard for some
thing which is right and the many, 
many people, including thousands of 
veterans in this country who were ex
posed years ago to atomic radiation, 
should owe him a great deal of grati
tude. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BOUCHER]. 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. GLICKMAN] for yielding. 

At the outset, I would like to com
mend the gentleman from Kansas for 
his leadership in bringing this matter 
to the floor today and also commend 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
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GENERAL LEAVE [Mr. CoBLE] for his assistance and his 

support as well. 
The single purpose of H.R. 1338 is to 

provide a day in court for the more 
than 250,000 individuals who were ex
posed to radiation as a consequence of 
the atomic weapons testing program. 

Prior to the enactment of the 1985 
Department of Defense Authorization 
Act, they had an effective remedy. 
They could sue the companies that 
conducted weapons tests under con
tract with the Federal Government. 
Given significant Government involve
ment in the planning and in the super
vision of those tests, the contractors 
have historically been indemnified by 
the Government for any loss they may 
sustain as a consequence of judgments, 
settlements, or other litigation ex
penses arising from suits associated 
with those tests. 

So historically, the Federal Govern
ment has been the finanically respon
sible party. 

In 1984, the contractors who per
formed these tests for the Govern
ment came to the Congress and, in 
effect, asked that they be removed 
from the litigation loop. The device 
through which they suggested that 
occur was substituting the Govern
ment as the party defendant for the 
contractors whenever these cases are 
filed. 

The contractors argued that since 
the Government indemnified them in 
any event, they should be excluded 
from the litigation altogether and the 
Government should be required to 
defend the suits and to satisfy directly 
any settlements or judgments that 
might be forthcoming. 

The House Committee on the Judici
ary in 1984 considered a bill that was 
reported by the Subcommittee on Ad
ministrative Law and Government Re
lations that would, in fact, have substi
tuted the Government as the party de
fendant, but that bill also made a very 
important provision. That was to pro
tect the rights of those who may have 
been injured as a consequence of the 
weapons tests to recover damages in 
court. 

The right to sue would have been 
preserved in the bill that was consid
ered by the Committee on the Judici
ary in 1984. The full committee de
clined to act on that measure. 

Thereafter, also in the year 1984, 
the conference committee on the fiscal 
year 1985 Department of Defense au
thorization bill included a provision in 
that report that substitutes the Gov
ernment as the party defendant any 
time a weapons contractor was sued. 
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Unfortunately at that time, no pro

tections were included for those who 
might have been injured in the Atomic 
Weapons Testing Program, and since 
the Government was substituted as 
the party defendant under the Feres 

doctrine, men and women who were in
jured while in uniform are prohibited 
from suing and under the Federal Em
ployees Compensation Act, civilian 
employees of the Federal Government 
are also barred from filing suit. 

The net effect of that provision was 
to deny these individuals any remedy. 
H.R. 1338 is designed to address that 
injustice and to provide these individ
uals with a day in court. It would con
tinue to allow the substitution of the 
Government for the contractors as the 
party defendant, but it would open the 
courthouse doors to those injured by 
giving the Government only the de
fenses that the contractors themselves 
could have used. 

No longer would the Feres doctrine 
bar suits by men and women injured 
while in unfiorm, and no longer would 
the Federal Employees Compensation 
Act prevent civilian employees of the 
Federal Government from having 
their day in court. 

The bill merely gives these 250,000 
individuals the same rights they pos
sessed prior to the adoption of the 
DOD conference report in 1985. They 
must still carry the burden of proof of 
showing exposure to radiation by 
being exposed to these tests. They 
must still carry the burden of proof of 
establishing their damages as a conse
quence of the exposure and they must 
still carry the burden of proof of the 
causal connection between the expo
sure and the damages they suffered; 
but they would have an opportunity to 
sue. 

We owe them at least that much; 
justice and fairness demands no less. I 
urge my colleagues to join with us in 
the approval of H.R. 1338, and I thank 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN] for yielding. 

Mr. COLBE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] and the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BoucHER] 
have presented pertinent formation 
applicable to this bill, and I will not 
add to that. 

I will note for the record, however, 
that this is a bill which has support 
from both sides on the aisle. 

I have no requests for time, Mr. 
Speaker, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1338. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend his remarks on H.R. 
1338, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

EDUCATION RESEARCH AND 
STATISTICS AMENDMENTS OF 
1986 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 2246) to extend and im
prove the National Institute of Educa
tion, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2246 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representative$ of the United Stale$ of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be referred to as the "Edu

cation Research and Statistics Amendments 
of 1986". 
SEC. 2. EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND IMPROVE

MENT. 
(a) OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND 

IMPROVEMENT.-Section 405 of the General 
Education Provisions Act <20 U.S.C. 1221e; 
referred to in this Act as "the Act") is 
amended to read as follows: 

"OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

"SEc. 405. (a)<l) The Congress declares it 
to be the policy of the United States to pro
vide to every person an equal opportunity to 
receive an education of high quality regard
less of race, color, religion, sex, age, handi
cap, national origin, or social class. Al
though the American education system has 
pursued this objective, it has not attained it. 
Inequalities of opportunity to receive high 
quality education remain pronounced. To 
achieve the goal of quality education re
quires the continued pursuit of knowledge 
about education through research, improve
ment activities, data coTlection, and infor
mation dissemination. While the direction 
of American education remains primarily 
the responsibility of State and local govern
ments, the Federal Goveinment has a clear 
responsibility to provide leadership in the 
conduct and support of scientific inquiry 
into the educational process. 

"(2) The Congress further declares it to be 
the policy of the United States to-

"(A) promote the improvement of Ameri
can education; 

"(B) advance the practice of education as 
an art, science, and profession; 

"(C) support educational research of the 
highest quality; 

"(0) strengthen the educational research 
and development system; 

"(E) improve educational techniques and 
training; 

"(F) assess the national progress of this 
Nation's schools and educational institu
tions, particularly special populations; and 

"(G) collect, analyze, and disseminate sta
tistics and other data related to education in 
the United States and other nations. 

"(3) For the purposes of this section-

' \, 
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"<A> the term 'educational research' in

cludes basic and applied research, develop
ment, planning, surveys, assessments, eval
uations, investigations, experiments, and 
demonstrations in the field of education and 
other fields relating to education; and 

"<B> the terms 'United States' and 'State' 
include the District of Columbia and Puerto 
Rico. 

"(b)(l) It shall be the purpose of the 
Office of Educational Research and Im
provement <referred to in this section as the 
'Office') established by section 209 of the 
Department of Education Organization Act 
to carry out the policies set forth in subsec
tion <a>. The Office shall be administered by 
the Assistant Secretary for Educational Re
search and Improvement <referred to in this 
section as the 'Assistant Secretary'> estab
lished by section 202 of the Department of 
Education Organization Act and shall in
clude-

"CA> the National Advisory Council on 
Educational Research and Improvement (re
ferred to in this section as the 'Council') es
tablished in subsection <c>; 

"CB> the Center for Statistics established 
by section 406 of the Act; and 

"<C> such other units as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to carry out the pur
pose of the Office. 

"C2><A> The Office shall, in accordance 
with the provisions of this section, seek to 
improve education in the United States 
through concentrating the resources of the 
Office on the following priority research 
and development needs-

"(i) improving student achievement; 
"(ii) improving the ability of schools to 

meet their responsibilities to provide equal 
educational opportunities for all students, 
including those with handicaps, those of 
limited English-speaking ability, women, 
older students, part-time students, and stu
dents who are socially, economically, or edu
cationally disadvantaged; 

"(iii) collecting, analyzing, and disseminat
ing statistics and other data related to edu
cation in the United States and other na
tions; and 

"<iv> improving the dissemination and ap
plication of knowledge obtained through 
educational research and data collection, 
particularly to education professionals and 
policy makers. 

"CB> The Secretary shall publish proposed 
research priorities in the Federal Register 
every two years, not later than October 1, 
and shall allow a period of sixty days for 
public comments and suggestions. 

"(c)(l) The Council shall consist of fifteen 
members appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. In addition, there shall be such ex 
officio members who are officers of the 
United States as the President may desig
nate, including the Assistant Secretary. A 
majority of the appointed members of the 
Council shall constitute a quorum. The 
chairperson of the Council shall be desig
nated by the President from among the ap
pointed members. Ex officio members shall 
not have a vote on the Council. The mem
bers of the Council shall be appointed to 
ensure that the Council is broadly repre
sentative of the general public; the educa
tion professions, including practitioners; 
policymakers and researchers; and the vari
ous fields and levels of education. 

"(2)(A) Except as provided in subpara
graph <B>, members shall be appointed to 
terms of three years. 

"(B) Of the members first appointed-
"(i) five shall be appointed for terms of 

one year; 

"(ii) five shall be appointed for terms of 
two years; and 

"(iii) five shall be appointed for terms of 
three years; 
as designated by the President at the time 
of appointment. 

"(C) Any member appointed to fill a va
cancy occurring before the expiration of the 
term for which the predecessor was appoint
ed shall be appointed only for the remain
der of such term. A member may serve after 
the expiration of a term until a successor 
has taken office. 

"CD> An appointed member who has been 
a member of the Council for six consecutive 
years shall be ineligible for appointment to 
the Council during the 2-year period follow
ing the expiration of the sixth year. 

"(3) The Council shall-
"CA> advise the Secretary and the Assist

ant Secretary on the policies and activities 
carried out by the Office; 

"(B) review and publicly comment on the 
policies and activities of the Office; 

"CC> conduct such activities as may be nec
essary to fulfill its functions under this sub
section; 

"CD> prepare such reports to the Secretary 
on the activities of the Office as are appro
priate; and 

"CE> submit, no later than March 31 of 
each year, a report to the President and the 
Congress on the activities of the Office, and 
on education, education research, and data 
gathering in general. 

"(d)(l) In order to carry out the purposes 
of the Office under this section, the Secre
tary may conduct educational research; col
lect, analyze, and disseminate the findings 
of educational research; train individuals in 
educational research; assist and foster edu
cational research, data collection, dissemina
tion, and training; promote the coordination 
of education research and research support 
within the Federal Government and other
wise assist and foster such research; and col
lect; analyze, and disseminate statistics and 
other data related to education in the 
United States and other nations. 

"(2) The Secretary may appoint, for terms 
not to exceed three years (without regard to 
the provisions of title 5 of the United States 
Code governing appointment in the com
petitive service) and may compensate <with
out regard to the provisions of chapter 51 
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such 
title relating to classification and General 
Schedule pay rates) such scientific or pro
fessional employees of the Office as the Sec
retary considers necessary to accomplish its 
functions. The Secretary may also appoint 
and compensate not more than one-fifth of 
the number of full-time, regular scientific or 
professional employees of the Office with
out regard to such provisions. The rate of 
basic pay for such employees may not 
exceed the maximum annual rate of pay for 
grade GS-15 under section 5332 of title 5 of 
the United States Code, except that the pay 
of any employee employed before the date 
of enactment of the Education Research 
and Statistics Amendments of 1986 shall not 
be reduced by application of such maximum 
pay limitation. 

"(3)(A) The Secretary may carry out the 
activities in paragraph ( 1 )-

"(i) directly; 
"<iD through grants, contracts, and coop

erative agreements with institutions of 
higher education, public and private organi
zations, institutions, agencies, and individ
uals; and 

"<iii> through the provision of technical 
assistance. 

"(B) When making awards under this sub
section, the Secretary shall-

"(i) solicit recommendations and advice re
garding research priorities, opportunities, 
and strategies from qualified experts, such 
as education professionals and policymak
ers, personnel of the regional education lab
oratories and of the research and develop
ment centers supported under paragraph 
(4), and the Council, as well as parents and 
other members of the general public; 

"(ii) employ suitable selection procedures 
utilizing the procedures and principles of 
peer review; and 

"(iii) determine that the activities assisted 
will be conducted efficiently, will be of high 
quality, and will meet priority research and 
development needs under this section. 

"(4)(A) In carrying out the functions of 
the Office, the Secretary shall, in accord
ance with the provisions of this subsection, 
support-

"(f) regional educational laboratories es
tablished by public agencies or private non
profit organizations to serve a specific 
region of the Nation under the guidance of 
a regionally representative governing board; 

"(ii) research and development centers es
tablished by institutions of higher educa
tion, by institutions of higher education in 
consort with public agencies or private non
profit organizations, or by interstate agen
cies established by compact which operate 
subsidiary bodies established to conduct 
postsecondary educational research and de
velopment; 

"(iii) meritorious unsolicited proposals for 
educational research and related activities 
that are authorized by this subsection; and 

"Civ) proposals that are specifically invited 
or requested by the Secretary, which meet 
priority research and development needs 
under this section. 

"(B) Prior to awarding a grant or entering 
into a contract for a regional educational 
laboratory or research and development 
center under subparagraph CA)(i) or CA)Cii), 
the Secretary shall invite applications to 
compete for such laboratories and centers 
through notice published in the Federal 
Register. 

"CC> Each application for assistance under 
subparagraph CA)(i) or (ii) as a regional edu
cational laboratory or a research and devel
opment center shall contain such informa
tion as the Secretary may reasonably re
quire, including assurances that the appli
cant will-

"(i) be responsible for the conduct of the 
research and development activities; 

"(ii) prepare a long-range plan relating to 
the conduct of such research and develop
ment activities; 

"(iii) ensure that information developed as 
a result of such research and development 
activities, including new educational meth
ods, practices, techniques, and products, will 
be appropriately disseminated; 

"<iv> provide technical assistance to appro
priate educational agencies and institutions; 
and 

"Cv> to the extent practicable, provide 
training for individuals, emphasizing train
ing opportunities for women and members 
of minority groups, in the use of new educa
tional methods, practices, techniques, and 
products developed in connection with such 
activities. 

"CD> No grant may be made and no con
tract entered into for assistance described 
under subparagraph CA) (i) or (ii) unless

"(i) proposals for assistance under this 
subsection are solicited from regional educa-
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tiona! laboratories and research and devel
opment centers by the Office; 

"(ii) proposals for such assistance are de
veloped by the regional educational labora
tories and the research and development 
centers in consultation with the Office; and 

"(iii) the Office determines that the pro
posed activities will be consistent with the 
education research and development pro
gram and dissemination activities which are 
being conducted by the Office. 

"<E> No regional educational laboratory or 
research and development center receiving 
assistance under this subsection shall, by 
reason of the receipt of that assistance, be 
ineligible to receive any other assistance 
from the Office authorized by law. 

"(F) The Secretary shall make available 
adequate funds to support meritorious, un
solicited proposals as described under sub
paragraph <A><iii>, and provide sufficient 
notice of the availability of such funds to in
dividual researchers in all regions of the 
country. 

"(5) The Secretary, from funds appropri
ated under this section, may establish and 
maintain research fellowships in the Office, 
for scholars, researchers. and statisticians 
engaged in the collection and dissemination 
of information about education and educa
tional research. Subject to regulations pub
lished by the Secretary. fellowships may in
clude such stipends and allowance. including 
travel and subsistence expenses provided for 
under title 5, United States Code, as the 
Secretary considers appropriate. 

"(e)(l) In addition to the other responsi
bilities of the Office under this section, the 
Office shall carry out. by grant or coopera
tive agreement with a nonprofit organiza
tion, a National Assessment of Educational 
Progress which shall have as a primary pur
pose the assessment of the performance of 
children and young adults in the basic skills 
of reading, mathematics, communication, 
and other subjects and skills. Such a Na
tional Assessment shall-

"<A> collect and report at least once every 
five years data assessing the performance of 
students at various age or grade levels in 
each of the areas of reading, writing, and 
mathematics; 

"(B) report, periodically, data on changes 
in knowledge and skills of such students 
over a period of time; 

"<C> conduct special assessments of other 
educational areas, as the need for additional 
national information arises; 

"(D) provide technical assistance to State 
educational agencies and to local education
al agencies on the use of National Assess
ment objectives, primarily pertaining to the 
basic skills of reading, mathematics, and 
communication, and on making comparisons 
of such assessments with the national pro
file and change data developed by the Na
tional Assessment; and 

"(E) with respect to each State which vol
untarily participates in accordance with 
paragraph (5), provide for a statement of in
formation collected by the National Assess
ment for each such State. 

"(2)(A) The organization through which 
the Office carries out the National Assess
ment shall be responsible for overall man
agement of the National Assessment. Such 
organization shall delegate authority to 
design and supervise the conduct of the Na
tional Assessment to an Assessment Policy 
Committee, established by such organiza
tion. The Assessment Policy Committee 
shall be composed of-

"(i) five members appointed by the organi
zation of whom two members shall be repre-

sentatives of business and industry and 
three members shall be representatives of 
the general public; and 

"<ii) fourteen members appointed by the 
organization from the categories of mem
bership specified in subparagraph <B>. 

"<B> · Members of the Assessment Policy 
Committee appointed in accordance with 
subparagraph <A><ii> shall be-

"(i) one chief State school officer; 
"(ii) two State legislators; 
"(iii) two school district superintendents; 
"(iv) one member of a State board of edu-

cation; 
"(v) one member of a local school board; 
"(vi) one Governor of a State; 
"(vii) four classroom teachers; 
"(viii> one elementary school principal; 

and 
"<ix> one secondary school principal. 
"<C) The Assistant Secretary shall serve 

as an ex officio member of the Assessment 
Policy Committee. The Assistant Secretary 
shall also appoint a member of the Council 
to serve as nonvoting member of the Assess
ment Policy Commi~tee. 

"<D> Members appointed in accordance 
with subparagraph <A><D and (ii) shall be 
appointed for terms for three years on a 
staggered basis. 

"(3) The Assessment Policy Committee es
tablished by paragraph (2) shall be responsi
ble for the design of the National Assess
ment, including the selection of the learning 
areas to be assessed, the development and 
selection of goal statements and assessment 
items, the assessment methodology. the 
form and content of the reporting and dis
semination of assessment results, and stud
ies to evaluate and improve the form and 
utilization of the National Assessment. The 
appropriateness of all cognitive. back
ground, and attitude items developed as 
part of the National Assessment shall be the 
responsibility of the Assessment Policy 
Committee. Such items shall be subject to 
review by the Department of Education and 
the Office of Management and Budget for a 
single period of not more than 60 days. 

"(4) Each learning area assessment shall 
have goal statements devised through a na
tional consensus approach. providing for 
active participation of teachers, curriculum 
specialists. subject matter specialists, local 
school administrators. parents, and mem
bers of the general public. All items selected 
for use in the assessment shall be reviewed 
to exclude items which might reflect racial, 
sex, cultural, or regional bias. 

"(5) Participation in the National Assess
ment by State and local education agencies 
selected as part of a sample of such agencies 
shall be voluntary. 

"(e) The Secretary shall provide for a 
periodic review of the National Assessment. 
This review shall provide an opportunity for 
public comment on the conduct and useful
ness of the National Assessment and shall 
result in a report to the Congress and to the 
President on the findings and recommenda
tions, if any, stemming from the review. The 
Secretary shall consider these findings and 
recommendations in designing the competi
tion to select the organization through 
which the Office carries out the National 
Assessment. 

"(f)(l) There are authorized to be appro
priated to carry out the provisions of this 
section $51,200,000 for fiscal year 1987 and 
such sums as may be necessary for each of 
the fiscal years 1988 and 1989. 

"(2) Not less than 95 percent of funds ap
propriated pursuant to this subsection for 
any fiscal year shall be expended to carry 

out this section through grants, cooperative 
agreements, or contracts. 

"(3) When more than one Federal agency 
uses funds to support a single project under 
this section, the Office may act for all such 
agencies in administering those funds.". 

(b) TRANSITION PROVISIONS.-On the effec
tive date of this Act, the property and 
records of the National Institute of Educa
tion shall be transferred to the Office of 
Education Research and Improvement. 

(C) EMPLOYMENT LIMITATION WAIVER.
Notwithstanding the 3-year employment 
period limitation under section 405(d)(2) of 
the General Education Provisions Act. the 
Secretary may continue to employ for an in
definite period three individuals, selected by 
the Secretary, who are employed by the 
Office of Education Research and Improve
ment on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, were employed by such office on April 
1, 1986, and were employed by the National 
Institute of Education under its excepted 
hiring authority immediately prior to em
ployment by such office. 

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND

MENTS.-Section 401 of the Department of 
Education Organization Act <Public Law 96-
88) is amended by striking subsection <c>. 
SEC. 3. CENTER FOR STATISTICS. 

<a><l> The heading for section 406 of the 
Act is amended to read as follows: 
"CENTER FOR STATISTICS". 

(2) Section 406 is amended by striking out 
subsection <e> and redesignating subsections 
<f>. (g), (h), and (i) as subsections (e), <f>. (g), 
and <h>. respectively. 

(b) Section 406<a> of the Act is amended
< 1) in the first sentence by striking 

"Office" and everything that follows and in
serting "Office of Education Research and 
Improvement, a Center for Statistics <re
ferred to in this section as the 'Center')."; 
and 

<2> in the second sentence by striking "an 
Administrator" and inserting "a Director". 

<c> Section 406<b> of the Act is amended
< 1) in the first sentence by inserting ". and 

analyze," immediately after "collect"; 
(2) in paragraph (1) by inserting "if feasi

ble, on a State-by-State basis," after "(1)"; 
and 

(3) in paragraph (5) by striking "Educa
tion Division" and inserting "Department of 
Education". 

<d> Section 406<c><2> of the Act is amend
ed-

(1) by striking subparagraph <A> and re
designating subparagraphs <B>. <C>. and <D> 
as subparagraphs <A>. <B>. and <C>; and 

(2) in subparagraph <A> <as redesignated 
in paragraph < 1)) by striking "Director of 
the National Institute of Education," and 
inserting "Assistant Secretary,". 

<e> Section 406(d)(l) of the Act is amend
ed by striking "Assistant Secretary" and in
serting "Secretary" 

(f) Section 406(e) of the act <as redesignat-
ed in subsection (1)(2)) is amended

(!) in paragraph <1)-
<A> by striking "(A)"; 
<B> by striking out the first sentence and 

inserting "The Center is authorized to fur
nish transcripts or copies of tables and 
other statistical records of the Office and 
make special statistical compilations and 
surveys for State and local officials, public 
and private organizations. and individuals. 
The Center shall provide State and local 
educational agencies opportunities to sug
gest the development of particular compila
tions of statistics, surveys, and analyses that 
would assist those educational agencies."; 
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<C> in the fourth sentence by striking "As

sistant Secretary" each place it appears and 
inserting "Secretary"; and 

<D> by striking subparagraph <B>; and 
(2) by striking paragraph <3>; and 
(g) Section 406(f) <as redesignated in sub

section (a)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 
"(f) There are authorized to be appropri

ated to carry out the provisions of this sec
tion and section 405<e> $20,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1987 and such sums as may be neces
sary for each of the fiscal years 1988 and 
1989." 

<h> Section 406(g) <as redesignated in sub
section (a)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(g) In addition to its other responsibil
ities, the Center shall collect uniform data 
from the States on the financing of elemen
tary and secondary education. Each State 
receiving funds under the Education Con
solidation and Improvement Act of 1981 
shall cooperate with the Center in this 
effort.". 
SEC. 4. USE OF COUNCIL STAFF AND FACILITIES. 

The National Advisory Council on Educa
tional Research and Improvement, the Advi
sory Council on Education Statistics, and 
members of such councils may not use any 
staff, facilities, equipment, supplies, or 
franking privileges of the councils for activi
ties unrelated to the purposes of the coun
cils. 
SEC. 5. SPECIAL PROJECTS UNDER THE SECRE

TARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUNDS. 
(a) DISCRETIONARY PROGRAMS.--Section 

583(a)(l) of the Education Consolidation 
and Improvement Act of 1981 is amended by 
striking ", including" and all that follows 
before the semicolon. 

(b) PRIORITY F'uNDING.--Section 583(b) of 
the Education Consolidation and Improve
ment Act of 1981 is amended-

(!) by striking "and" after the comma in 
paragraph <3>; 

<2> by inserting "and" after the comma in 
paragraph <4>; 

(3) by adding after paragraph (4) the fol
lowing: 

"(5) a National Diffusion Network pro
gram as described in subsection (c),"; 

<4> by striking "paragraph (4))" and in
serting "paragraph < 4> and not less than 34 
percent of funds reserved for the purposes 
of this section in the case of the program re
ferred to in paragraph (5))". 

(C) NATIONAL DIFFUSION NETWORK.--Sec
tion 583 of the Education Consolidation and 
Improvement Act of 1981 is amended by 
adding the following subsection <c>: 

"(c)(l) The National Diffusion Network 
program under subsection (b)(5) shall be a 
national program that recognizes and fur
thers excellence in education by: <A> pro
moting the awareness and implementation 
of exemplary educational programs, prod
ucts, and practices to interested elementary, 
secondary, and postsecondary institutions 
throughout the Nation; and <B> promoting· 
the utilization of the knowledge, talents, 
and services of local staff associated with 
various educational excellence recognition 
efforts. 

"(2) The program shall be directed to
wards improving the quality of education 
through the implementation of promising 
and validated innovations and improve
ments in educational programs, products, 
and practices, and through the provision of 
training, consultation, and related assist
ance services. 

"(3) In carrying out the program the Sec
retary shall-

"(A) acquaint persons responsible for the 
operation of elementary, secondary, and 

postsecondary schools with information 
about exemplary educational programs, 
products, practices, and services; 

"(B) assist them in implementing pro
grams, products, and practices, which those 
persons determine to hold promise for im
proving the quality of education in the 
schools for which they are responsible by 
providing materials, initial training, and on
going implementation assistance; 

"<C> ensure that all such programs, prod
ucts, and practices are subjected to rigorous 
evaluation with respect to their effective
ness and their capacity for implementation; 

"(D) provide program development assist
ance toward the recognition, dissemination, 
and implementation of promising practices 
that hold the potential for answering criti
cal needs and that have achieved credibility 
because of their effective use in schools; and 

"(E) ensure that a substantial percentage 
of the innovations disseminated represent 
significant changes in practice for schools 
and teachers; 

"(4) For the purpose of carrying out the 
program the Secretary is authorized to 
make grants to, and contracts with, local 
educational agencies, State educational 
agencies, institutions of higher education, 
and other public and nonprofit private edu
cational institutions and organizations.". 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect October 1, 1986. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 

second demanded? 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I 

demand a second. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. With

out objection, a second will be consid
ered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Montana [Mr. WIL
LIAMS] will be recognized for 20 min
utes and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BARTLETT] will be recognized for 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 2246, as amended, the Education
al Research and Statistics Amend
ments of 1986. 

The bill we are considering today is 
identical to the bill reported out of the 
Committee on Education and Labor 
with two agreed upon changes. The 
bill is the culmination of a series of 
hearings which the Subcommittee on 
Select Education held here in Wash
ington, DC. It is also the product of 
extensive comments by and negotia
tions with representatives of the re
search and education community and 
the administration. 

The bill is a bipartisan effort. I 
would like to express my appreciation 
to Gus HAWKINS, the chairman of the 
full committee and the Subcommittee 
on Elementary, Secondary, and Voca
tional Education and to Mr. JEFFORDS, 
the ranking minority member of the 
full committee. I would also like to ex
press my thanks to Mr. GOODLING, the 
ranking minority member of the Sub
committee on Elementary, Secondary, 
and Vocational Education, to Mr. 

BARTLETT, the ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on 
Select Education, and Mr. KILDEE, a 
member of the full committee. 

The bill reauthorizes the Depart
ment of Education's research and data 
collection functions for 3 years. Based 
on an agreement with the minority, 
the authorization level for research 
has been reduced from $55 million, the 
level agreed to at full committee, to 
$51.2 million. The $51.2 million figure 
reflects a 70-percent reduction from 
the fiscal year 1986 authorization 
level. The authorization level for data 
collection is set at $20 million. The au
thorization level for fiscal year 1988 
and fiscal year 1989 is set at "such 
sums as may be deemed necessary." 

The second change from the bill re
ported out of the full committee en
ables the Committee on Appropria
tions to fund the National Assessment 
of Education Progress out of section 
406 of GEPA-data collection. It is the 
expectation of the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor that the Committee 
on Appropriations will in fact fund the 
National Assessment out of section 406 
of GEPA because the Center for Sta
tistics in the Office of Educational Re
search and Improvement is responsible 
for monitoring the National Assess
ment. 

The bill also makes needed technical 
changes to bring about conformity be
tween current law and the Depart
ment's decision to abolish the National 
Institute of Education and consolidate 
the functions previously performed by 
NIE into the Office of Educational Re
search and Improvement. 

In addition, the bill changes the role 
of the advisory council from policy
making to advisory and clarifies some 
details of the council, including who is 
a voting member, provisions for re
placement of members, and the duties 
of the council. 

The important role played by our 
educational laboratories and research 
centers is retained and language is 
added to clarify procedures for recom
petition and their relationship with 
the Department of Education. 

In addition, the bill requires the Sec
retary to make available adequate 
funds to support meritorious unsolic
ited proposals and provide sufficient 
notice of the availability of such funds 
to individual researchers in all regions 
of the country. Additional require
ments are included regarding peer 
review procedures and wide consulta
tion in determining those projects or 
activities to be funded. 

The bill also retains the National As
sessment of Educational Progress and 
includes certain changes that 
strengthen and reaffirm its impor
tance. 

The bill also makes certain technical 
and conforming changes to the data 
collection responsibilities of the De-
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partment, broadens the functions of 
the center, and modifies current poli
cies with respect ot statistical compila
tions and surveys. 

It also makes certain amendments to 
the National Diffussion Network, 
which will be described by Mr. KILDEE. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bipartisan bill which reauthorizes the 
research and data collection functions 
of the U.S. Department of Education. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2246, the Educa
tional Research and Statistics Amend
ments of 1986, addresses a necessary 
Federal function toward the goal of 
improving our educational system. 
This bill improves what was formerly 
known as the National Institute of 
Education, and will assist educators, 
parents, and policymakers to under
stand the impact of current education
al practices so that those practices can 
be appropriately modified to the ad
vantage of students of all ages. 

In addition to what I believe are sig
nificant improvements in -the struc
ture of the research and statistics 
wings of the Department of Educa
tion, as continued in H.R. 2246, I rise 
in support of this legislation because it 
takes a reasonable approach to fund
ing levels. H.R. 2246 sets the authori
zation level for what was formerly 
known as the National Institutue of 
Education at the fiscal year 1986 pre
sequestration appropriation level of 
$51.2 million and allows for modest 
growth in the area of statistics in 
order to accomodate new requirements 
in the act. My preference would have 
been to freeze all authorization levels 
are due fiscal year 1986 appropriation 
level, but I do believe this legislation 
takes a major step toward assigning 
higher priorities to statistic, assess
ment dissemination. 

I wish to recognize Congressman PAT 
WILLIAMS, chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Select Education, for his ef · 
forts on this bill. Chairman WILLIAMs 
has brought to the floor of the House, 
a bill that was initially mired in con
troversy. The legislation we are consid
ering today represents a bipartisan 
effort, supported by the administra
tion, with funding levels that repre
sent a serious attempt to contain the 
Federal deficit. I congratulate Chair
man WILLIAMS, and thank the gentle
man for the cooperative approach he 
has taken toward the development of 
this legislation. 

I take special note of those parts of 
this legislation which will ensure that 
the benefits of federally supported 
educational research will be dissemi
nated in a usable form, to local educa
tors and parents. Provisions in H.R. 
2246 will improve the Department of 
Education's dissemination functions 

and give State and local educators 
more of a voice in determining the De
partment's research priorities. The bill 
will also generate more national data 
on a State-by-State basis, thereby im
proving the usefulness of this informa
tion to State educational agencies. The 
purpose of this legislation is to make 
Federal educational research accessi
ble to the third grade teacher in Del 
Rio, TX and all parents and educators 
around the country. 

This program has generated a fair 
number of detractors whose legitimate 
criticism of the National Institute of 
Education has in part led to many of 
the improvements contained in H.R. 
2246. This legislation essentially codi
fies the reorganization of the Office of 
Educational Research initiated by the 
Secretary of Education, William Ben
nett. I am confident that this reorga
nization will prove to make the office 
more efficient, and the research more 
relevant to State and local educators. 

This program and this legislation de
serve congressional support because of 
the improvements being proposed in 
the program and because of the rea
sonable authorization levels contained 
in the legislation. 

0 1330 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I want 

to yield time to my colleague and 
friend, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE], who has taken a big 
part in this legislation and helped to 
move it along to this point. Mr. Speak
er, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. KILDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 2246, the Education 
Research and Statistics Amendments 
of 1986. H.R. 2246 would help achieve 
the goal of quality education by pro
moting the improvement of American 
education, by strengthening the edu
cation and research development 
system, and by collecting, analyzing, 
and disseminating statistics and other 
data related to education in the 
United States. 

In addition to the NIE provisions, 
section 5 of H.R. 2246 incorporates 
provisions from H.R. 147, which I in
troduced on January 5, 1985, and 
which is cosponsored by 78 Members 
of the House. These provisions ensure 
funding for the national diffusion net
work. The national diffusion network 
[NDNl was created in 1974 by the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. Its objective is to carry out a 
congressional mandate to improve edu
cational quality through the dissemi
nation of exemplary educational pro
grams to school districts throughout 
the United States. It is the only pro
gram in the country that has this ob
jective. The NON also provides assist
ance to school districts that wish to 

adopt and operate any of these pro
grams. Though relatively small, the 
NON as amassed an impressive record 
of success in meeting this objective. 

Since 1974, the NON has been fos
tering the improvement of educational 
practice in school districts in all 50 
States, the District of Columbia, the 
Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico. 

This provision merely ensures fund
ing under the Secretary's discretion
ary fund by moving it into tier I of 
this fund. 

Currently, NON programs are 
funded from tiellt II of the Secretary's 
fund. 

The national diffusion network has 
been funded each year since 1977. 

The provisions of this section would 
take no money away from any of the 
other programs currently funded by 
the Secretary's fund, since NON pro
grams have been funded from teir II 
of this fund since 1981. 

This provision was supported by the 
chairman of the Select Education Sub
committee, which reported this legisla
tion, and was cleared with the ranking 
minority member of the subcommit
tee. In addition, it was supported by 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Subcommittee on Ele
mentary, Secondary and Vocational 
Education and was adopted at full 
committee by unanimous consent. 

Also incorporated into H.R. 2246 are 
provisions from H.R. 2210, which I in
troduced on April 24, 1985. H.R. 2210, 
adds two principals to the Assessment 
Policy Committee [APCl, a body es
tablished by Congress to help assess 
education policymaking at the local, 
State, and Federal levels. 

H.R. 2210 enhances the important 
task of assessing the achievement 
levels of children and young adults in 
the basic skills of reading, mathemat
ics, and communication. 

Congress mandated a national as
sessment of education progress when 
it enacted Public Law 95-561, the Gen
eral Education Provisions Act 
[GEPAl. The APC is charged with the 
task of selecting the learning areas to 
be assessed, developing goals and as
sessment objectives, identifying appro
priate methodology and ground rules 
for measuring educational progress 
and determining the form and content 
to the assessment's report, as well as 
the method of dissemination. The 
APC also conducts studies on how to 
improve the ultimate use of the na
tional assessment. 

Principals set the learning climate, 
are the curriculum leaders and are the 
ones who implement change in each 
school. They observe and assess the 
daily implementation of curricula. Sec
ondary and elementary principals 
would bring to the APC a much 
needed perspective of the every day 
implementation and assessment of 



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10453 
curricula. This measure affords the 
utilization of this perspective. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 2246, which 
includes these important provisions. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the ranking member 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, the gentleman from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS]. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the gentle
man for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
bill before us, H.R. 2246, the Educa
tion Research and Statistics Amend
ments of 1986. I first want to thank all 
the Members involved from the two 
subcommittees: Mr. HAWKINS, the 
chairman of the full Education and 
Labor Committee; Mr. GooDLING, the 
ranking Republican on the Elementa
ry, Secondary and Vocational Educa
tion Subcommittee; the chairman of 
the Select Education Subcommittee, 
Mr. WILLIAMS; and the ranking 
member of the subcommittee, Mr. 
BARTLETT for the outstanding work 
they have done in bringing this bill to 
the floor. 

Further, I want to congratulate the 
Department of Education for working 
closely with all of us in a nonpartisan 
manner. Through all of these efforts 
we were able to ensure that the re
search and statistical data collection 
functions of the Department will con
tinue, will respond more to field initia
tives, and will serve the education 
community and the general public in a 
more efficient and effective manner. 

With greater emphasis being placed 
on . educational excellence through 
school reform and improvement, there 
is considerable need for data and reli
able research regarding this Nation's 
schools. We need to have a consistent 
data base to better understand what is 
taking place in our schools today. 
Policy makers at all levels of educa
tion, local, State, and Federal, need ac
curate data in order to make informed 
decisions regarding the education of 
this country's children. Such decisions 
cannot be made without up-to-date, 
fundamental information about the 
education system we already have. 

This bill reflects the new organiza
tional structure of the Department's 
research, statistical and education im
provement activities administered 
through its Office of Education Re
search and Improvement [OERil. The 
focus of OERI is to improve the Na
tion's information base both in the 
amount of data collected and in its 
content; to broaden general under
standing of educational outcomes 
through strengthened assessments 
such as the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress [NAEPl; to im
prove dissemination efforts; and to 
augment the knowledge of successful 
educational practices through re
search. For example, the value of peer 
review with respect to the awarding of 

education contracts for research has 
been reaffirmed. NAEP will include 
data that will allow state policymakers 
to make interstate comparisons of stu
dent achievement, and will include, for 
example, out-of-school 17-year-olds in 
its assessment. In addition, not only 
will the National Center for Statistics 
be authorized to collect and dissemi
nate data, but it will have the author
ity to analyze the data collected. All of 
these factors contribute to the 
achievement of the overall purposes 
and goals of the Office of Education 
Research and Improvement, but more 
importantly, ultimately in more acces
sible information, sounder research, 
and improved educational perform
ance. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, so that we can continue to know 
what works. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2246, the Education and Statistics 
Amendments of 1986 and commend the gen
tleman from Montana for bringing us a bill 
which recognizes the importance of these 
areas to education. 

Too often when thinking about education, 
we forget that much of what is done today 
comes from a body of knowledge that has 
been collected, developed, and analyzed by 
experts in the field of education research. The 
recent education reforms enacted by States 
stem from federally supported education re
search; indeed, "A Nation at Risk" is based 
on the research and data collected and sup
ported by the National Institute of Education. 
While we agree that education is primarily the 
responsibility of States and local govern
ments, I hope we also could agree that the 
Federal Government should have the respon
sibility to provide important leadership in the 
field of education research. I believe that no 
other unit of government can as efficiently 
and economically support education research. 

In my own district, the University of Illinois, 
which is home to the National Center for the 
Study of Reading, has been in the forefront of 
reading research. Work conducted by the 
center not only adds to the important body of 
knowledge necessary for advances in the field 
but will have direct results on the day to day 
practice in the classrooms. For example, the 
center has provided advice to publishers 
which will translate into important improve
ments in textbooks; they have also influenced 
State-wide teacher training and textbook 
adoption. "Becoming a Nation of Readers," a 
national report published by the center last 
year, synthesizes critical research in the field 
of reading and provides professionals with im
portant understandings on the state of the art 
in teaching reading. 

Mr. Speaker, much of this work would not 
have been possible without Federal leadership 
and support. And if education is crucial to this 
Nation's well being, than it is incumbent upon 
this Congress to provide support for the very 
stuff that fuels improvement in the education 
enterprise. 

The bill we consider today contains a 
number of important aspects that deserve at
tention. H.R. 2246 will put into law a new reor
ganization that holds promise for a more logi-

cal and efficient operation than we had 
before. While I am disappointed to see the 
designation of the National Institute of Educa
tion removed, it is my hope that through this 
new organization, education research and the 
education community can be better served. 

Further, the bill provides a greater opportu
nity for a balanced portfolio of research and 
improvement activities. Research initiated by 
the field is an important component to the 
overall research agenda. Unfortunately this 
area has suffered major cutbacks and in 1984 
was completely eliminated. Part of the prob
lem is created by sharp declines in overall 
funding for education research, which when 
coupled with long-standing institutional com
mitments, crowd out the potential for any new 
research initiated and conducted in the field. 
The consequences of this practice suggest 
that sparse and less diverse information will 
be available on which to base future decisions 
in education. 

I believe this bill goes a long way toward 
correcting this problem. H.R. 2246 requires 
the Secretary to make sufficient funds avail
able for unsolicited meritorious proposals. To 
insure this research is relevant, the bill re
quires the Department to publish proposed re
search priorities ir. the Federal Register and 
allow 60 days for public comments. Finally, 
the bill allows the National Assessment for 
Education Process, previously funded by the 
research account, now to be funded under 
section 406, the statistics account. This 
change reflects the new organizational place
ment of NAEP in the Department and will free 
up the needed resources for research activi
ties allowed under section 405. 

In closing Mr. Speaker the bill we consider 
today will reaffirm our commitment to educa
tion by supporting research and data-gather

. ing activities. This bill will support the impor
tant body of knowledge which provides critical 
information to policy makers at all levels. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
H.R. 2246. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege 
and pleasure to rise today in support of H.R. 
2246, the Educational Research and Statistics 
Amendments of 1986. One of the most impor
tant functions of the Department of Education 
is the production of high quality research and 
accurate information about the condition and 
quality of all levels of American education
from elementary through post graduate. To 
accomplish this task, in 1972, Congress es
tablished the National Institute of Education to 
assist in identifying and solving the problems 
in American education, to promote the reform 
and revitalization of our education systems, to 
strengthen scientific and technological as
pects of education, to establish an education
al research and development system, and to 
provide equal, high-quality educational oppor
tunity for all regardless of race, color, religion, 
sex, age, handicap, national origin or social 
background. In 1974, Congress authorized the 
establishment of the National Center for Edu
cation Statistics, to collect and disseminate 
statistics and other data related to education 
in this and other countries. Last July, the Sec
retary of Education created the Office of Edu
cational Research and Improvement by con
solidating the National Institute of Education 
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and the National Center for Education Statis
tics along with the Center for Libraries and 
Education Improvement. 

OERI contains five major units: the Office of 
Research, which carries out most of the famil
iar NIE research functions; the Center for Sta
tistics, which retains most of the functions of 
the National Center for Education Statistics; 
Programs for Improvement of Practice, which 
primarily aims to inform the education commu
nity of the findings of researchers and of 
methods of exemplary education practices; In
formation Services, which serves to address 
the specialized information needs of parents, 
policymakers, journalists and scholars; and 
the Library Programs, which makes Federal 
grants available to support public and re
search libraries. 

H.R. 2246 reauthorizes through fiscal year 
1989 the research and improvement activities 
carried out by the OERI. This legislation is 
necessary to ensure the research and statisti
cal information necessary to give the educa
tion community the necessary tools for im
provement and advancement of education. 
H.R. 2246 provides for assessment of the per
formance of children and young adults in the 
basic skills of reading, math, communication 
and other necessary subjects and skills. It ex
pands the Assessment Policy Committee to 
include an elementary and secondary school 
principal. This legislation continues support for 
labs and centers of research. 

This bill expands the purpose of the Nation
al Center for Education Statistics to include 
the analysis of education and statistics as well 
as the traditional role of collection and dis
semination of education information. H.R. 
2246 also requires the Secretary of Education 
to fund the National Diffusion Network, which 
makes exemplary educational programs avail
able for adoption by schools, colleges and 
other institutions, under the Secretary's Dis
cretionary Funds. 

H.R. 2246 enjoys bipartisan support, as well 
as the support of the administration. I com
mend Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. BARTLETT in their 
tremendous efforts on behalf of this legisla
tion, as well as Mr. KILDEE in his special initia
tive on behalf of those who use the National 
Diffusion Network, and in expanding the As
sessment Policy Committee to include both an 
elementary and secondary school principal. In 
supporting H.R. 2246, we are supporting an 
improved national education data base; we 
are supporting the increased availability of re
search results to the local school systems and 
the individual teachers; we are supporting in
creased research and investigation of new 
and improved education methods; we are sup
porting the future of our children and our 
nation. It is imperative in this age when our 
education systems does not receive adequate 
support or funding, in this age when we are 
"A Nation at Risk," that we continue to sup
port research and development of education 
ideas in our dedication to make this a nation 
at its best. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting H.R. 2246. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Montana [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2246, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: "A bill to reorganize and 
improve research and statistics in the 
field of education." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2246, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Montana? 

There was no objection. 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF 
CONGRESS WITH RESPECT TO 
AGRICULTURAL LOAN RE
STRUCTURING 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 310) to express the sense of Con
gress with respect to agricultural loan 
restructuring and interest rates, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CoN. REs. 310 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that-

(1) the Farm Credit Administration and 
the lending institutions of the Farm Credit 
System should take additional regulatory 
and administrative actions immediately to 
help alleviate the unusual financial situa
tion facing many thousands of agricultural 
producers and farm lenders by providing ad
ditional time to resolve these problems in 
the agricultural sector, recognizing that 
such actions may be in the best interests of 
both the Farm Credit System and its bor
rowers when there is a reasonable prospect 
that the borrowers will eventually be able to 
repay the loan; 

<2> the Farm Credit Administration and 
the Farm Credit System lending institutions 
should-

< A> facilitate and participate in agricultur
al loan restructuring programs; 

<B> classify restructured loans as perform
ing, provided that the payments, as restruc
tured, are being made; and 

<C> permit, to the extent feasible, the mul
tiyear amortization of agricultural loan 
losses; 

<3> before instituting a proceeding to fore
close a loan made to a borrower, the Farm 
Credit System should determine-

<A> the cost of foreclosure; and 
(B) the cost of restructuring the loan, 

using a two-tier or other system of forbear
ance; 

(4) if the Farm Credit System determines 
that the cost of foreclosure of a loan made 
to a borrower is equal to or exceeds the cost 
of restructuring the loan, the System 
should use restructuring rather than fore
closure. Such restructuring should include 
consideration of the use of the two-tier loan 
structure that is based on the borrower's 
ability to pay and under which-

< A> there would be a reduced interest rate 
applicable to the second tier of debt, con
taining the portion of debt the borrower is 
unable to fully service; 

<B> portions of the outstanding principal 
balance in the second tier of debt are peri
odically reassigned to the first tier, contain
ing the serviceable debt, so that the out
standing principal in the first tier remains 
constant; and 

<C> there is an agreement that, during the 
period of the restructuring, all farm debt in
curred beyond normal operating expenses 
would be subordinated to the restructured 
debt; and 

(5) consistent with the purposes and ob
jectives of the Farm Credit Amendments 
Act of 1985, the Farm Credit Administration 
should limit its involvement in System busi
ness affairs to only those situations where 
safety and soundness are primary concerns. 
The Farm Credit Administration should 
permit production credit associations, Fed
eral land banks, and banks for cooperatives 
to have flexibility in adjusting their interest 
rates to more accurately reflect changing 
market conditions so as to remain competi
tive in agricultural lending, consistent with 
the capital needs of the System. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a 
second demanded? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, a second will be consid
ered as ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA] will be recognized for 20 min
utes and the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CoLEMAN] will be recognized for 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. DE LA GARZA]. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very timely res
olution in view of the terrible traumat
ic times that rural America and the 
producers of our food and fiber are ex
periencing at this point in time in our 
history. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge every Member of the 
House to vote to suspend the rules and pass 
House Concurrent Resolution 310, as amend
ed. 

This legislation represents the strong feeling 
among the many Members in Congress who 
cosponsored it that wherever it is possible for 
Farm Credit System agencies to help farmers 
avoid foreclosure, everybody benefits by ar
rangements that keep the farmer on the land 
while he repays his debts. 

I want to thank Eo MADIGAN, the ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Agricul
ture, and Eo JONES and TOM COLEMAN, the 
chairman and ranking minority member of the 
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Subcommittee on Conservation, Credit, and 
Rural Development, for their actions in facili
tating timely consideration of the resolution. 
Also, I commend LINDSAY THOMAS of Geor
gia, the author of the resolution, for his tire
less efforts in support of our Nation's farmers. 

Last year, thousands of farmer-borrowers of 
the Farm Credit System went into bankruptcy 
or foreclosure under their farm credit loans. 
These loan liquidations and other adverse fac
tors caused the Farm Credit System, the Na
tion's largest agricultural lender, to lose an un
precedented $2.7 billion. 

The financial crisis facing the agricultural in
dustry has continued unabated in 1986. Many 
more farmers are threatened with foreclosure 
or liquidation this year. 

With respect to the Farm Credit System 
itself, if its loan losses increase, the System 
will be facing disaster and the prospect of a 
Federal bailout. 

Under the plan proposed by the resolution, 
the Farm Credit System would consider re
structuring of loans if the costs associated 
with foreclosure equal or exceed the costs of 
restructuring. This approach would reduce 
both the number of farm foreclosures and the 
losses to the Farm Credit System. 

In addition, under the amendment to the 
resolution that is incorporated into this sus
pension, the Farm Credit Administration would 
be encouraged to give System institutions 
more flexibility in setting interest rates to farm
ers at levels that reflect market conditions and 
that will allow System institutions to be more 
competitive. 

While this legislation shows compassion 
toward hard-pressed farmers, it also makes 
good sense. It is far better to allow a dedicat
ed farmer, if at all possible, to stay on the 
land and work his way out of his difficulties
which in many cases are not of his making
than to move to foreclosure-when the farmer 
loses, the lender loses, and the rural commu
nity they both live in suffers. 

Adoption of this resolution will send a 
strong signal to the Farm Credit System from 
Congress that we expect the System to pru
dently adjust its operating procedures to re
flect the realities of the current severe depres
sion in the agricultural economy. 

Farmers, their lenders, and the Government 
must work together to overcome present ad
versities. The plan advanced by this resolution 
is a sound contribution toward meeting that 
challenge. 

I urge speedy approval of the resolution. 
For some it may be too late, to them we 

can only say, "we tried." To all the others, we 
pledge our concern and our cooperation 
within the art of the possible. We have limited 
resources and, yes, very limited areas wherein 
we can help; but the issue is of such magni
tude and importance to all the American 
people, that we see it as a moral obligation to 
help. Hence, we try, and we try, and we try, 
and with the people of the United States 
behind us and the good Lord on our side, we 
hope to help as many as we can. 

Mr. THOMAS of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of my reso
lution, House Concurrent Resolution 
310, expressing the sense of the Con
gress endorsing a cost-effective plan to 

restructure the debt of the Farm 
Credit System. 

The Farm Credit System is the Na
tion's largest agricultural lender. It is 
best recognized through the loans 
made by its various Federal land bank 
members, Production Credit Associa
tions, and banks for cooperatives, 
which operate throughout rural Amer
ica. 

The customers and stockholders of 
the land banks are our farmers, and 
this House knows all too well that our 
farmers are locked in a desperate 
struggle for survival. The American 
farm family has been ravaged by 
droughts, embargoes, plunging crop 
prices, rising operating costs, and 
export markets decimated by the over
valued U.S. dollar. 

As surely as crops depend on water, 
fertilizer, and the sweat of a farmer's 
brow, those same crops could never 
come out of the ground without credit. 
To stay in business, in good times as 
well as bad, a farmer must borrow to 
secure the resources demanded by 
modern agriculture. 

But last year, thousands of farmers 
and ranchers throughout the Nation 
were forced into bankruptcy and fore
closure under the procedures of the 
Farm Credit System. In the process, 
the System lost an unprecedented $2.7 
billion. 

Under the leadership of our full 
committee Chairman DE LA GARZA, and 
our subcommittee Chairman ED JoNES 
and our distinguished Republican col
leagues, Mr. MADIGAN and Mr. COLE
MAN, we have conducted extensive 
hearings to examine this problem. We 
have held a number of meetings with 
representatives of the Farm Credit 
System. 

But first and foremost, we have lis
tened to the men and women who love 
and farm our land. Their message is 
clear-the credit procedures employed 
in the past by the Farm Credit System 
are in many cases putting viable farm
ers out of business. 

That is why I am here today in sup
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
310. This sense of the Congress resolu
tion will not cost the taxpayers a dime. 
It will not direct by law that the Farm 
Credit System take any action that it 
deems imprudent. 

What it would do is focus powerful 
congressional guidance on the issue of 
farm foreclosures. Those foreclosure 
orders are relentless, and they are 
bringing about a devastating and 
ironic result. The foreclosures are fur
ther depressing land values, eroding 
the equity of the remaining farmers, 
and ultimately may bring down both 
good farmers and the Farm Credit 
System itself. And because prices are 
depressed, the foreclosure sales them
selves are in many cases not covering 
the defaulted loans. 

Many of us have seen this crisis 
coming for well over a year. We told 

the FCS that its loan restructuring 
policies were forcing out of business its 
best customers. Sadly, those predic
tions have come true. 

That is why on April 8 of this year, I 
introduced House Concurrent Resolu
tion 310. This is a resolution similar to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 122, in
troduced by Senators NICKLES and 
GRASSLEY. 

I owe a special debt to members of 
the American Farm Bureau Federa
tion, who have helped fashion the pro
posals of this resolution and who have 
been tireless advocates for their farm 
members. I personally want to thank 
my own Georgia Farm Bureau for its 
help. 

The resolution calls on the Farm 
Credit System to use its regulatory 
and administrative authority to take 
six basic actions. 

First, to allow farmers with viable 
farming operations to restructure 
their loans in such a way that they 
can pay off the balance of the loan 
with interest. 

Second, to classify these restruc
tured loans as performing, provided 
that the farmer meets his new pay
ment schedule. 

Third, to permit to the extent feasi
ble, the multiyear amortization of ag
ricultural loan losses. 

Fourth, to compare the cost of fore
closure to the cost of forebearance 
through loan restructuring, and using 
restructuring when the cost is the 
same or less than foreclosure. 

Fifth, when restructuring is feasible, 
to consider a two-tier system of repay
ment. This means dividing the amount 
of an outstanding loan into two parts 
or tiers. 

The first tier would require regular 
payments of both interest and princi
pal at a level which the farmer can 
reasonably be expected to pay. The 
farmer would be required to pay inter
est only, and at a reduced rate, for the 
amount of the unpaid loan that is held 
in the second tier. But as portions of 
the principal of the loan are paid off 
in the first tier, then a portion of the 
debt in the second tier would be shift
ed to the first tier. This means that 
eventually the entire amount of inter
est and principal would be repaid. 

Finally, the resolution states the 
sense of the Congress that the Produc
tion Credit Associations, Federal land 
banks, and banks for cooperatives 
have flexibility in adjusting their in
terest rates to reflect changing market 
conditions so as to remain competitive 
in agricultural lending. The Farm 
Credit Administration should be in
volved in the System's business affairs 
only in those situations where safety 
and soundness is a primary concern. 

This flexibility to meet market con
ditions must be fully consistent with 
the Farm Credit Amendments Act of 
1985 and all relevant regulations de-
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signed to protect the integrity of the 
System. 

This final provision was added to the 
resolution to reflect the new informa
tion we have about the need for the 
System to be more competitive in light 
of today's lower interest rates. This 
provision has the support of the Amer
ican Farm Bureau, the majority and 
minority leadership of the committee, 
and the U.S. Department of Agricul
ture. 

This provision is relevant because 
the artificially high rates being 
charged to financially sound farmers 
are forcing them out of the Farm 
Credit System. Without these valued 
customers, the System will be doomed 
to fail, and a massive taxpayer bailout 
will be sought. 

Mr. Speaker, my resolution would 
not mandate that the Farm Credit 
System make any changes in loan pro
cedures that would endanger the sta
bility of its resources. It puts no 
burden on the taxpayer. It simply ex
presses our view that farmers be given 
a chance to repay their debts, and it 
gives the Farm Credit System some 
guidance to extend reasonable consid
eration to its farmer-borrowers. 

I am pleased to report that since I 
introduced this resolution on April 8, 
some 195 Members of Congress have 
joined as cm:ponsors. 

I am also pleased that on May 8, the 
Farm Credit System reacted to this 
initiative by announcing a new system 
of guidelines for foreclosures. These 
guidelines incorporate an emphasis on 
restructuring loans rather than fore
closing. 

While it is too early to see how these 
guidelines will be implemented in the 
field, I am encouraged by this develop
ment and congratulate the System for 
making the change. 

Now we in the Congress have the 
chance to see that this momentum for 
reform continues. The Farm Credit 
System needs the support of the 
House to keep moving forward. This 
resolution gives it a mandate to look at 
its loan practices with a new eye, and 
to take reasonable and prudent action 
to prevent disaster. 

Mr. Speaker, rural America echoes 
with the stories of desperate men and 
women who fought, and lost their 
fight, to save their land. Family finan
cial ruin is a matter of routine. Illness, 
death, and suicide are not uncommon 
consequences. 

I was a farmer before my constitu
ents gave me the greatest honor of my 
life by electing me to the Congress of 
the United States. Now, in my native 
State of Georgia, farmers have stood 
knee deep in the dust of what is devel
oping into the worst drought in our 
history. 

Those farmers are my neighbors and 
my friends. They are part of the agri
cultural miracle that has made the 
United States the most powerful 

Nation on Earth. Now they are bruised 
and battered, but all they are asking is 
a chance to work their way out of 
debt. 

I ask my colleagues to vote in sup
port of this resolution, and to send a 
signal to the Farm Credit System that 
we want to keep our farmers on their 
land. 

0 1345 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
support of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 310. This nonbinding resolution 
expresses Congress' concern for the 
borrowers of the Farm Credit System 
by encouraging the Farm Credit 
System and the Farm Credit Adminis
tration to work with financially 
stressed borrowers. 

The System should be commended 
for its announcemenL last week of a 
new loan restructuring policy to help 
troubled borrowers. The resolution we 
have before us today is very consistent 
with the new policy adopted by the 
System. The System announces that 
restructuring would be the preferred 
alternative when: First, the borrower 
has acted in good faith to manage his 
business affairs and has been coopera
tive with the bank or association; 
second, the borrower can present a 
plan with reasonable assumptions 
showing a high probability of return 
to financial viability as a result of the 
restructuring; and third, the alterna
tive chosen will minimize any loss that 
will be borne by the other farmer
owners of the bank or association. 

This resolution confirms Congress' 
support for the new policy adopted by 
the Farm Credit System. It expresses 
the sense of Congress that the Farm 
Credit System should restructure trou
bled loans rather than foreclosing 
when it is least costly to the System. 
Specifically, it encourages the Farm 
Credit Administration and the Farm 
Credit System to: First, facilitate and 
participate in agricultural loan re
structuring programs; second, classify 
restructured loans as performing, pro
viding the payments, as restructured, 
are being made; and third, permit, to 
the extent feasible, the multiyear am
ortization of agricultural loan losses. 

House Concurrent Resolution 310 
also encourages the Farm Credit 
System to compare the cost of fore
closing on a borrower to the cost of re
structuring a loan. In cases where the 
cost of foreclosure is equal to or ex
ceeds the cost of restructuring, the 
System should consider the two-tier 
debt restructuring. 

Finally, the resolution encourages 
the Farm Credit Administration to 
limit its involvement in the day-to-day 
operations of the Farm Credit System 
and to allow some flexibility to the 
System in adjusting interest rates so 

that the System can offer more com
petitive rates. 

I support the new policy on restruc
turing announced by the System, and 
I encourage my colleagues to show 
their support for actions taken by the 
System by adopting this resolution 
today. 

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
JoNES], who has done yeoman work in 
this endeavor and in this area. 

Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 310, and 
want to express my sincere apprecia
tion to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. THOMAS] for his leadership and 
diligence on this important issue. 

Farm operators across this Nation 
are continuing to suffer under the 
most severe economic crisis the agri
culture industry has experienced in 50 
years. As more and more farmers are 
forced against the wall, agricultural 
lenders are also finding themselves 
under tremendous pressure to balance 
loan forebearance against the difficult 
realities of credit worthiness. 

The resolution we are considering 
makes it clear that Congress intends 
for the Farm Credit System to make 
every reasonable effort to assist its 
borrowers through sensible alterna
tives to foreclosure. Likewise, the 
Farm Credit Administration should 
practice reason in its regulatory re
sponsibilities over the system by per
mitting prudent credit policies which 
are beneficial to both the system and 
its borrowers. 

I was greatly encouraged last week 
when the leaders of the Farm Credit 
System announced plans to establish a 
systemwide policy to promote restruc
turing of troubled loans, and to seek 
authority from the Farm Credit Ad
ministration to reduce interest rates in 
order to remain competitive in agricul
tural lending. 

I include an article from last Fri
day's Wall Street Journal which re
ports on the system's latest actions. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 9, 
1986] 

FARM CREDIT SYSTEM LEADERS AcT TO AID 
BOTH HEALTHY AND TROUBLED BORROWERS 

<By Albert R. Karr) 
WASHINGTON.-Farm Credit System lead· 

ers announced a double-barreled plan aimed 
at retaining its borrowers who are in good 
financial shape while helping many who 
aren't so well off. 

The Farm Credit Corp. of America, a 
policy group for the huge government-char
tered, farmer-owned cooperative lending 
network, said its 37 member banks have 
agreed on the plan. The banks hope the 
plan will keep the beleaguered system viable 
and will head off any need to seek federal 
funds. 



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10457 
In recent months, many of the stronger 

farmer-borrowers have left the system to 
seek lower interest rates from commercial 
banks. To stem these departures, the 
member banks plan to present a blanket re
quest today to the Farm Credit Administra
tion, their federal regulator, that would 
permit interest-rate reductions for many 
farmers. 

The plan most likely would supersede a 
raft of individual petitions for general or se
lective rate cuts that the banks have made 
to the administration, with mixed response, 
the Farm Credit Corp.'s president Brent 
Beesley told a news conference. 

The banks will be seeking rate reductions 
generally of one-half to one percentage 
point, bringing rates to a range mostly be
tween 10% and 11.5%. 

While cutting rates might hurt some 
banks financially for a while, not doing so 
would result in a greater financial loss from 
the outpouring of disgruntled borrowers, of
ficials said. 

FEWER LOANS OUTSTANDING 

The system's loans outstanding have 
shrunk by about $13 billion over the past 15 
months, largely because of this borrower 
exodus, Mr. Beesley said. System banks' 
share of the nation's total farm debt has de
clined to 28% of the $200 billion total from 
34% a year earlier. 

The marketplace requires the rate reduc
tions "regardless of the impact on current 
earnings," he said. The credit system had a 
net loss of $2.69 billion in 1985, and this 
week reported a loss of $206 million for the 
1986 first quarter. 

Mr. Beesley said the system will have to 
dip deeper into its reserves to keep operat
ing, but if farm conditions don't worsen and 
the interest-rate changes are approved, he'd 
give 5-to-3 odds that the system's banks 
won't have to seek a federal bailout. 

LINE OF CREDIT AUTHORIZED 

Congress last December enacted legisla
tion authorizing a Treasury Department 
line of credit for the system. Congress didn't 
approve specific funds, and required an ap
propriation for any funding that may be 
deemed necessary. 

For borrowers in economic difficulty, 
system banks agreed to restructure as many 
loans as possible, or to show forbearance 
while the farmer seeks to get in shape to 
repay his loans, officials said. Many of the 
banks are already doing this, but a more 
uniform, concerted effort is needed, Mr. 
Beesley said. 

The credit system is under congressional 
pressure to foreclose less on weak borrowers 
and stick with them longer. "We think 
that's good business, and we want to get on 
with it," said Delmar Banner, president of 
the Farm Credit Council, the system's 
Washington-based trade association. 

The banks would restructure loans-often 
involving reduced obligations on repayment 
of principal or lower interests payments
whenever that wouldn't cause a bigger loss 
to the lender than if it forecloses, Mr. Bees
ley said. 

But with farm finances having progessive
ly worsened in recent years, some foreclo
sures are inevitable, he said. Most occur 
after the lender has worked with the farmer 
for two or three years in an effort to keep 
him financially afloat, usually with some 
debt restructuring, he said. 

Probably one-tenth of those borrowers 
who are in bad financial shape will wind up 
being foreclosed, Mr. Beesley added. 
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Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. STANGE
LAND]. 

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, as a coauthor of House 
Concurrent Resolution 310, I rise in 
strong support of the resolution. This 
resolution would urge the Farm Credit 
System to take immediate steps 
toward a restructuring policy for the 
debt of its financially stressed borrow
ers. It also encourages the Farm 
Credit Administration to permit the 
PCA's, the Federal land banks and the 
banks for cooperatives, to exercise 
flexibility in adjusting their interest 
rates to more accurately reflect chang
ing market conditions. 

During this fiscal year the focus has 
been on the immediate problems on 
one-third of our Nation's farmers who 
hold two-thirds of the agricultural 
debt. About one-half of this group, 
100,000 to 125,000 farmers are at the 
point where substantial debt restruc
turing will be needed over the next 2 
years to avoid liquidation, either vol
untary or forced. Many of these farm
ers are in my district in Minnesota. A 
substantial reduction in debt load is 
absolutely essential. Only this will 
bring long lasting financial relief to 
these farmers. 

House Concurrent Resolution 310 is 
another step in the direction of pro
viding the help that is urgently needed 
by farmers who through no fault of 
their own have fallen on hard times. 
The Farm Credit System has a certain 
responsibility to these loyal farmers 
and borrowers. This resolution pro
vides that the system carry out the 
procedures that are necessary to 
change the present attitude of the 
Farm Credit System from one of fore
closure to one of forbearance. And I 
urge my colleagues to support it. 

0 1355 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, I have no further requests 
for time, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. GUNDER
soN]. 

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Speaker, let 
me begin by thanking the distin
guished ranking minority member of 
our subcommittee, our distinguished 
chairman, and my good friend, the 
gentleman from Georgia, for his ef
forts and leadership in this regard. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in 
support of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 310 introduced by my good friend 
from Georgia, Mr. Thomas. 

The agriculture credit situation in 
this country is without question great
ly distressed. The Farm Credit System 
lost $2.7 billion in 1985 and projections 

for 1986 are not bright. In the first 
quarter, nonaccrual loans increased 
$613 million to total nearly $6 billion. 
Other high risk loans increased $1.1 
billion to $5.1 billion. Total capital for 
the Farm Credit System was $7.9 bil
lion a $452 million drop from Decem
ber 1985. 

House Concurrent Resolution 310 
expresses the sense of Congress that 
the FCS should restructure rather 
than foreclose on loans so farmers and 
ranchers with viable farming oper
ations have a chance to succeed. 

Reducing principal or dropping in
terest rates a couple points can make 
the difference between turning the 
corner or leaving the farm for produc
ers who were caught in a situation 
they had no control over. 

Specifically, the pending legislation, 
suggests that the FCS implement a 
two tier debt restructuring program. 
The first tier would include payments 
of interest and principal on an amount 
agreed to by the lender and borrower. 
The second tier would include all re
maining debt and require only pay
ments on the interest. As a portion of 
the tier one debt is paid off, debt 
would shift from tier two to tier one 
until all tier two debt is paid off. 

As such, the suggested program is 
not one of debt forgiveness but rather 
debt restructuring to allow repayment 
over a greater period of time. 

Clearly, the recent announcement 
by the Farm Credit System of a 
system wide plan to restructure trou
bled loans is a step in the right direc
tion. 

Under the FCS program, interest 
rate reductions, extended maturity 
dates, reductions in principal and ac
crued interest will be used to ease re
payment by farmers and ranchers. 

Actions like House Concurrent Reso
lution 310 and the program announced 
by the Farm Credit system are positive 
steps toward a better agriculture in 
the future. I commend all the cospon
sors of House Concurrent Resolution 
310, the American Farm Bureau and 
the Farm Credit System for their dedi
cation and commitment toward a solu
tion to the credit crisis in American 
agriculture. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. RoBERT F. 
SMITH]. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH. I yield to 
the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of House Con
current Resolution 310. The farmers 
in my district, as well as those across 
the Nation are struggling to overcome 
the tough economic times that the 
entire agriculture industry is facing. 

House Concurrent Resolution 310 
expresses the sense of Congress that 
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the Federal Farm Credit System 
should take immediate steps to make 
its loan policies more flexible for 
struggling producers who have a 
chance of repaying their debts, or face 
stiff resistance in Congress to requests 
for funds to shore up the System. 

Let me make it clear, this resolution 
is not advocating that the FCS should 
bankrupt itself with further bad loans, 
nor does it suggest that we would dig 
the farmers' credit hole any deeper. 
But there's a critical need for some 
common sense to balance the hard cal
culations against compassion and for
bearance. I've visted with several 
farmers in my district that have pre
sented workable, viable restructuring 
plans only to be told that forclosure is 
the only option that will be consid
ered. 

The goal of this resolution is to 
force the FCS to step back some from 
its hard line and work with financially 
distressed farmers and banks. By let
ting their calculators get ahead of 
commonsence, the FCS is fueling a 
new escalation of the crisis in farm 
country. We've been successful in the 
past in convincing Federal bank regu
lators that our small rural banks need 
need flexibUity in farm lending. My 
hope is that the same will be true of 
the FCS. 

I applaud the system's recently an
nounced loan restructuring plans des
ignated to assure a fair and consistent 
approach to working with distressed 
borrowers. I strongly urge the FCS to 
do everything in its power to insure 
that this new program is implemented 
as quickly as possible, and to insure 
that it is used. 

Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH. Mr. Speak
er, I rise as a cosponsor of this legisla
tion to urge support of House Concur
rent Resolution 310 by my colleagues. 

The purpose of this bill is simple: it 
would give a financially strapped 
farmer the opportunity to restructure 
his loans rather than face foreclosure 
when there's a reasonable prospect 
that restructuring will lead to repay
ment of the loan. 

Foreclosure and refinancing have 
always served as alternative on the op
posite sides of a distressed farm's utli
mate fate. This bill, however, provides 
a clear economic criteria to guide the 
Farm Credit Administratioin in its 
choice of one option or the other. 

The FCA is encouraged to compare 
the costs of foreclosure to the cost of 
restructuring and proceed toward re
structuring when it costs the same or 
less than foreclosure. 

The matter of taking a home and 
business away from someone is always 
fraught human sorrow. But this bill 
gives us an opportunity to answer bad 
times in a way which is truly compas
sionate, as well as economically sound. 

By definition, foreclosure represents 
failure. But those of us who have 
worked in, lived in and understand the 

life of farming and ranching know 
that failure of a business that is so 
completely at the whims of nature, 
Government, markets and the free en
terprise system itself doesn't represent 
failure of a farmer or failure of a 
rancher. 

Most often, farm or ranch foreclo
sures represent the results of a crip
pling series of bad circumstances. 

There are, certainly, people who 
have simply chosen the wrong profes
sion, and there are circumstances that 
show no hope of improvement. 

In other words, we need to give the 
Farm Credit Administration a chance 
to foreclose if it is the absolute last 
resort. FCA won't follow loan restruc
turing processes when there is no rea
sonable chance to recover the business 
itself. 

But where it's possible that we can 
lighten the burden of loans enough to 
once again make the business of farm
ing viable, that must be our first 
choice. 

Some in this Chamber feel that 
there's a price tag on every generosity 
Congress provides, in keeping with the 
old cliche that, "no good deed goes un
punished." 

Well, the fact is that foreclosure 
sales seldom recapture the investor's 
total interest in a property. Every time 
we foreclose, the Government's finan
cial loss simply compounds the human 
loss of the family involved. 

Economically, this bill makes sense. 
Last year, FCA foreclosed on proper
ties worth $2.7 billion when thousands 
of farmers and ranchers could not 
meet required payments on their 
loans. 

The bill will open the door to recov
ery from failure. It will a.llow us to 
avoid some of the human anguish that 
follows the failure of a business when 
that failure is due to bad times rather 
than bad management. 

And it will make a path to full recov
ery of Government's investments
slower, I grant, but much more surely 
than we would ever recover from 
simple foreclosure. 

Few bills give Congress the chance 
to demonstrate its understanding of 
the human condition without costing 
us the proverbial arm and a leg. 

When we have the chance-as we do 
today-we must seize it. Please join me 
in supporting today's passage of House 
Concurrent Resolution 310. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. 
SCHUETTE]. 

Mr. SCHUETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 310, and I wish to com
mend the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. THoMAs], as well as the gentle
man from Texas, Chairman [DE LA 
GARZA], the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MADIGAN], the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. JoNES], and the gen-

tleman from Missouri [Mr. CoLEMAN], 
for their leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, no farmer is immune 
from the effects of foreclosure. And 
while not all farmers face this tragedy 
now, all are threatened by it. When 
circumstances beyond the control of 
the farmer result in foreclosure, the 
land sold at auction, land which has 
plummeted in value in recent years, 
then later often brings even less than 
market value. When foreclosures in
crease, the amount of land on the 
market also increases. That, in tum, 
depresses land prices further, and sol
vent farmers find that their land 
value, the collateral for their loans, 
eaten away at an alarming rate, pull
ing them even closer to ruin. 

The irony is that these fire-sale farm 
auctions often provide less money 
than could be secured by allowing 
viable farmers to restructure their 
loans. 

This vicious cycle can and must be 
stopped. Rather than stand by while 
farmland is dumped on this depressed 
market, I ask you to support the bill 
before us today expressing the sense 
of Congress that the Federal Farm 
Credit Administration and its associat
ed agencies and lending institutions 
should use their existing authority to 
restructure loans for viable farming 
operations instead of foreclosing, and 
to take other actions to help farm 
families. 

I say, let us not foreclose-let us 
have forbearance. And I say, let us 
permit production agriculture to read
just and to reamortize loans-let us 
not foreclose on the hopes and dreams 
of farm families and production agri
culture across this land. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort, to lend a hand, to have forbear
ance, not foreclosure, and to help 
American agriculture continue to pros
per. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my col
league, the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. EMERSON]. 

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gentle
man for yielding time to me, and I 
commend the gentleman and the 
chairman of this distinguished sub
committee, the gentleman from Ten
nessee [Mr. JoNES], for their great 
work in this effort. 

Mr. Speaker, last year the Congress 
passed legislation reorganizing the 
Farm Credit System and setting up a 
mechanism through which the Feder
al Government could come to the aid 
of the system if it became necessary. 
Of course, the whole purpose of the 
restructuring was to try to avoid the 
necessity of Federal involvement. The 
Farm Credit System is an autonomous 
organization and I believe that the 
Congress should refrain from interfer
ing with its operation as much as pos
sible. With the possibility of a Federal 

\ 
\ 
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rescue of the system, though, I believe 
it is appropriate for the Congress to 
make its views known as how the FCS 
should handle its financial problems 
and how it should deal with farmers. 
For this reason, I became a cosponsor 
of House Concurrent Resolution 310 
which is intended to let the FCS know 
what the Congress thinks. 

First and foremost, the FCS should 
allow farmers with viable farming op
erations to restructure their loans in 
such a way that they can pay off the 
balance and interest. Obviously, if this 
can be achieved, it is in everyone's best 
interest. Second, I certainly believe 
that the FCS should restructure loans 
when it can be determined that fore
closure will be more costly to the 
system. If the value of the land is too 
low, everyone can lose on a foreclo
sure. When restructuring is feasible, I 
think consideration should be given to 
a "two-tier" system of repayment 
which would spread out payments in 
such a way that the farmer could rea
sonably be expected to service his 
debt. 

It is important to note that the Con
gress is not mandating that the FCS 
make any changes in its procedures. It 
is still the responsibility of the FCS to 
set policies that will protect its own 
stability. The resolution does send a 
message from the Congress that we 
feel that the FCS should apply for
bearance to its foreclosure policies. 
The response of the FCS to that mes
sage will be crucial in determining how 
we might respond if the FCS needs 
Federal assistance down the road. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Nebraska [Mrs. 
SMITH], who looks after the interests 
of American farmers on the Appro
priations Committee. 

Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of House 
Concurrent Resolution 310, which 
would express the sense of Congress 
that we should encourage the Farm 
Credit System to practice forbearance 
and restructuring of farm loans. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
resolution in establishing that the con
cerns of our Nation's farmers and 
ranchers are indeed being heard and 
that we, in Congress, understand the 
problems they face and want to do all 
we can to see that the future of their 
farms is not further jeopardized. 

This is the proper course of action to 
take since we have agreed as a body 
that past governmental policies are to 
blame for most of the present econom
ic problems faced by our farmers. Our 
lending institutions have to be encour
aged and allowed to operate in a 
manner to provide assistance to our 
beleaguered farmers. Our farmers and 
ranchers need more time to work out 
their financial problems. 

Encouraging loan restructuring, and 
multiyear amortization of agricultural 

loan losses is a positive step in reach
ing the goal of putting the American 
farmer back on his feet and bringing 
financial prosperity back to agricul
ture. After all, agriculture did not get 
into this position in 1 year, and we 
should not expect that the typical 
farmer or rancher could dispose of his 
entire debt in 1 year. 

The Farm Credit System [FCSJ has 
the responsibility to help its client/ 
owners regain the economic vitality 
that once was American agriculture, 
especially when it is the largest agri
cultural lender. It has more than $60 
billion of the $200-plus billion in out
standing farm loans, and its loan au
thority is solely toward agriculture. 
This places it in the forefront of agri
cultural lending, and the lending prac
tices that it follows will in large meas
ure affect the other lending institu
tions who have already eased their 
lending policies. 

In Nebraska alone, more than 1,200 
farms have gone out of business be
tween 1982 and June 1985. One pri
mary reason was the high interest 
rates being charged to the agricultural 
sector. While most of the rest of the 
economy was enjoying falling interest 
rates, many lenders including the FCS 
were raising the rate of interest they 
charged farm borrowers. 

The rates of interest being charged 
farm borrowers have a fairly large 
range. The rates are different for the 
various types of loans; for example, 
farm ownership loans vary between 12 
and 13 percent while operating loans 
vary between 10.5 and 14 percent. 

Another problem caused by the trou
bled farm economy is the escalation in 
bank failures. This, of course, was one 
of the reasons the Federal Reserve 
System, the FDIC, and the Comptrol
ler of the Currency eased certain 
banking regulations, giving banks 
more flexibility to deal with troubled 
borrowers. Now farmers have a better 
chance of keeping loans current once 
the loans were rewritten with lower in
terest rates and payments. 

With less pressure to put assets on 
the chopping block, values of farm 
property will slow in their, heretofore, 
relentless downward spiral. By keeping 
the existing farmers on their land, fur
ther erosion of land and machinery 
values can be halted. In addition, 
these farmers will be able to keep agri
cultural lenders like the FCS in busi
ness. The outcome, thus, has two sig
nificant effects: one, to maintain the 
family farm; and, two, to keep agricul
tural lenders viable and competitive 
with the rest of the economy. 

I would also like to po:"lt out that I 
have already cospons. ·1.<!d the Land
owner Protection Act of 1986, H.R. 
4369, which addresses this problem in 
a similar manner. The primary thrust 
of H.R. 4369 is to require the FCS to 
restructure a loan if the cost associat
ed with the foreclosure is equal to or 

exceeds the amount that a borrower 
can repay. This would in effect mini
mize losses for the FCS and probably 
would allow the FCS to lower interest 
rates. 

My bill stipulates that any partici
pating borrower would have to be a 
stockholder behind in his principal or 
interest payments and unable to make 
timely payments. Furthermore. the 
borrower would have to have gross 
annual sales of farm products in 
excess of $40,000 and derived greater 
than or equal to 50 percent of his 
gross annual income from agriculture 
in at least 2 of the last 5 years. 

As I understand the matter, the 
Farm Credit System itself is on the 
brink of administratively adopting a 
loan restructuring plan similar to the 
ones contemplated in House Concur
rent Resolution 310. 

I insert in the RECORD a copy of a 
letter to me from the Federal Farm 
Credit Council, dated May 8, detailing 
the Farm Credit System's intentions, 
subject to the approval of the Farm 
Credit Administration (FCA>. 

In conclusion, I urge the Congress to 
vote for House Concurrent Resolution 
310 to encourage the FCA to approve 
the system's loan-restructuring plans, 
or some variation thereof. But if the 
FCA fails to follow through, I will be 
urging the House to turn to my bill, 
H.R. 4369, in mandating this loan-re
structuring plan forthwith. We must 
act swiftly and decisively to help keep 
many families on their land and their 
land off the glutted real-estate mar
kets. 

THE FARM CREDIT CoUNCIL, 
Washington, DC, May 8, 1986. 

Dear Member of Congress: 
During this week, the Farm Credit System 

has adopted Systemwide Guidelines and 
Definitions for Restructuring Troubled 
Loans. Pursuant to these guidelines, foreclo
sure is clearly the least desirable alterna
tive. A copy of these guidelines is enclosed. 

The system has also adopted this week 
the Farm Credit System Model Pricing Pro
gram. Upon approval by the system's regu
lator, the Farm Credit Administration, this 
new pricing program will give the system 
that ability to provide its borrowers with a 
wide range of products at competitive 
prices. The Model Pricing Program address
es concerns regarding the impact of com
petitive pricing on the earnings of the 
system. However, it is the opinion of the 
Farm Credit System that the marketplace 
requires the system to price its products 
competitively, regardless of the impact on 
current earnings. The system is not a 
"public utility" and cannot charge its cur
rent borrowers to cover problems resulting 
from a deteriorating agricultural environ
ment and/ or past errors in managing inter
est rate and/or credit risk. Borrowers with 
options are leaving the system; other bor
rowers are being unfairly treated. 

We will keep you advised of developments 
regarding the implementation of the Guide
lines for Restructuring Troubled Loans and 
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the FCA approval process for the Model 
Pricing Program. 

Sincerely yours, 
DELMAR K. BANNER. 

FARM CREDIT SYSTEM ANNOUNCES LoAN 
RESTRUCTURING PLANS 

WASHINGTON, DC.-The Farm Credit 
System today announced plans to imple
ment a nationwide loan restructuring policy 
designed to assure a fair and consistent ap
proach to restructuring the debt of finan
cially stressed borrowers. 

The loan restructuring policy has been en
dorsed by the presidents of the 37 Farm 
Credit Banks and was approved today by 
the board of directors of the Farm Credit 
Corporation of America. The FCCA is the 
central policy-making organization and 
spokesman for the Farm Credit System. 

"This policy is an important step for the 
system and the nearly 900,000 farmers and 
ranchers that borrow from it," said H. Brent 
Beesley, president and chief executive offi
cer of the FCCA. "The decisions made this 
week by system leaders clearly represent 
the beginning of a new era in Farm Credit." 

The Farm Credit System also announced 
that it has developed a proposal for chang
ing the way it sets interest rates. This pro
posal will be presented tomorrow to the 
Farm Credit Administration, the system's 
regulator. 

The loan restructuring policy and interest 
rate plans are part of a business plan that is 
designed to enable the Farm Credit System 
to achieve the long-term strategic objectives 
and mission statement unanimously agreed 
to recently by the presidents of the 37 Farm 
Credit Banks and approved by the FCCA 
board of directors. 

The Farm Credit System's mission is to be 
the premier provider of credit and financial 
services to farmers, ranchers, cooperatives 
and other eligible entities. "In other words," 
Beesley said, "We are going to serve Ameri
can agriculture better than anyone else. 
The Farm Credit System is back," he added, 
"and I want our customers, our employees 
and our competitors to know it." 

In regard to the system's proposal to 
change the way it sets interest rates, Bees
ley noted the system is under a great deal of 
pressure to lower its rates in many areas of 
the country. 

"In our discussions with borrowers, farm 
groups, trade and commodity organizations 
and Congress, we are being told that the 
Farm Credit System needs to be more com
petitive in its interest rates," Beesley said. 
"As a result, we have developed a model 
pricing plan which we are going to discuss 
with our regulator. We know that FCA 
shares our concern about interest rates and 
that the agency is eager to review our pro
posal. 

"What we are proposing to do," Beesley 
added, "is to develop a method of setting in
terest rates that will give the system the 
flexibility to adjust its rates according to 
changes in the market. This is preferable to 
our current method of setting rates which is 
based on an 'average cost of funds' ap
proach. To get more competitive, we need to 
be able to price our products and services on 
an individual loan basis considering the 
competition, the risks involved and the costs 
incurred. We'd like to replace our tradition
al pricing strategy by moving to a marginal 
cost of funds strategy based on the yield 
curve of U.S. Treasury obligations." 

A related element of the system's business 
objectives is to offer customers a variety of 
loan programs from which they can select 

the one that best suits their needs and fi
nancial situations. This includes both vari
able- and fixed-rate loans and a variety of 
amortization and repayment options. 

Beesley noted that "Farm Credit leaders 
demonstrated in their meetings here this 
week their resolve to overcome the system's 
financial problems and make the difficult 
decisions on restructuring loans, cost of op
erations and pricing that must be made for 
the system to succeed." 

FARM CREDIT SYSTEM GUIDELINES AND DEFI
NITIONS FOR RESTRUCTURING TROUBLED 
LOANS, MAY 6, 1986 

GENERAL 
The banks and associations of the Farm 

Credit System will administer troubled ac
counts with the objective of utilizing FmHA 
loan guarantees and other loan restructur
ing measures, including participation in fed
eral- and state-funded interest rate buy
down programs, as preferred alternatives to 
foreclosure. 

Restructuring should be accomplished on 
a case by case basis when: 

The borrower has acted in good faith to 
manage his business affairs and has been co
operative with the banks or association; 

The borrower can present a plan with rea
sonable assumptions showing a high proba
bility of return to financial viability as a 
result of the restructuring; and 

The alternative chosen will minimize any 
loss that will be borne by the other borrow
ers/stockholders of the bank or association. 

<Resolution #7 unanimously adopted by 
the FCS bank Chief Executive Officers on 
March 24, 1986, and the FCCA Board of Di
rectors on April 2, 1986.) 

The objective of these System Guidelines 
and Definitions for Restructuring Troubled 
Loans is to provide a reasonable alternative 
to foreclosure and property acquisition by: 

1. Generating the greatest return of prin
cipal and interest to the FCS while protect
ing the interests of other stockholders. 

2. Encouraging FCS participation in Fed
eral and State programs which offer relief 
of financially stressed borrowers. 

3. Standardizing key definitions which dif
ferentiate between normal forebearance and 
troubled debt restructuring and encourag
ing consistency in application. 

FOREBEARANCE 
Forebearance is the act of a creditor who 

refrains from enforcing contractual obliga
tions, rights, or claims against borrowers 
when a debt falls due. Loan servicing actions 
such as rescheduling of principal and inter
est payments, change of installment dates, 
temporary forebearance of payments due, 
renewal, of unpaid principal and interest, 
agreed carryover, waivers, subordinations, 
etc., are examples of forebearance. The 
common characteristic of this type of re
structuring is that the lender receives all 
that was agreed to in the original contract. 
There is no special accounting treatment 
since no concessions are granted. 

Forebearance shall continue to be offered 
on a case by case basis to assist worthy bor
rowers provided the borrower is: 

1. Acting in good faith to manage and op
erate the agricultural business properly; 

2. Applying the proceeds of production 
(minus reasonable and necessary living and 
operating expenses) to the payment of debt 
obligations; 

3. Maintaining the buildings, improve
ments, and farm assets in a reasonable state 
of repair; 

4. Working out of the existing situation 
and has the resources to operate the agri
cultural business efficiently. 

TROUBLED DEBT RESTRUCTURING 
"A restructuring of debt constitutes a 

troubled debt restructuring if the creditor 
for economic or legal reasons related to the 
debtor's financial difficulties grants a con
cession to the debtor that it would not oth
erwise consider. That concession either 
stems from an agreement between the credi
tor and the debtor or is imposed by law or a 
court." <FASB 15) 

The common characteristic is that the 
lender negotiates with the borrower and re
ceives ·in return less than the lender had 
agreed to in the original loan contract. A 
Compromise of Indebtedness described in 
Section 4512 of the Regulations is a trou
bled debt restructuring. Troubled debt re
structuring is subject to special accounting 
treatment as defined in Financial Account
ing Standards # 15. 

Examples of loan servicing actions which 
constitute troubled debt restructuring are: 

1. Transfer of real estate, receivables, or 
other assets to the lender to fully or partial
ly satisfy a debt, including a transfer result
ing from foreclosure or repossession. 

2. Grant an equity interest to the lender 
to fully or partially satisfy a debt, unless 
the equity interest is granted pursuant to 
existing terms for converting the debt into 
an equity interest. 

3. Modify the terms of a debt by: 
Reducing the stated interest rate for a 

period of years, up to the remaining original 
life of the debt. 

Extending the maturity date at a stated 
interest rate lower than the current market 
rate. 

Reducing the principal amount of the 
debt. 

Reducing accrued interest. 
Troubled debt restructuring is to be con

sidered on a case by case basis. The analysis 
shall document the potential cost and bene
fits of restructuring to the bank or associa
tion involved versus the loss which would 
likely occur using traditional methods of 
asset liquidation and foreclosure. Restruc
turing should be considered when the 
system will otherwise take a loss. 

As a minimum the following factors are to 
be used: 

1. The borrower is acting openly and in 
good faith, is caring for the collateral, has 
pledged or agrees to pledge all assets of rea
sonable value, has good farm management 
skills, and has a lifestyle adjusted to the 
current financial situation. 

2. Complete and current balance sheets 
and income and expense statements will be 
obtained, analyzed and verified. 

3. Complete and current appraisals and 
field reports should be made and analyzed. 
A projection of the lender's field realizable 
value of the collateral is to include expected 
movement of the market and the local level 
of stress. 

4. A complete legal audit of the loan file is 
to be made to assure the sufficiency and ac
curacy of all loan documents. 

5. The borrower is to present a workout 
plan and cash flow analysis using reasona
ble projections showing a high probability 
of orderly debt retirement as a result of the 
proposed restructuring. 

6. Communication between all creditors is 
expected, especially the major long- and 
short-term lenders. Concessions from other 
creditors should be negotiated. 
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7. FmHA loan guarantees and interest 

rate buydown programs or any other Feder
al- or State-sponsored financial assistance 
programs should be utilized to the extent 
practicable. 

8. The borrower should be advised to con
sult legal and tax counsel prior to finalizing 
troubled debt restructuring. 

9. Normally principal should not be forgiv
en; it may be set aside on a deferred, re
duced, or non-interest bearing note with a 
definite maturity. 

10. Generally, the least cost alternative 
should be selected. While forebearance may 
be appropriate, debts that can clearly be col
lected through other means should not be 
restructured. 

When restructuring troubled debt, certain 
operational issues should be addressed. 

1. Troubled debt restructuring should be 
administered through one main focal point 
in each district. Districts are encouraged to 
establish a specialized loan restructuring 
unit to assist, coordinate, and control such 
cases. Prior to delegating restructuring au
thority to associations, districts should es
tablish clear understanding and controls to 
realize consistent results. 

2. Districts should develop a system to 
follow-up and supervise completed troubled 
debt restructuring actions to ascertain the 
case by case effectiveness. 

3. Accounting treatment of all troubled 
debt restructuring shall be in accordance 
with Generally Accepted Accounting Princi
ples. 

4. Each district general counsel should 
review applicable state laws prior to imple
mentation of these guidelines. 

5. Nonaccrual loans shall be reviewed in 
accordance with Section 307 of the Farm 
Credit Act Amendments of 1985. 

6. Periodic reports should be developed to 
provide the number and volume of loans 
and concessions granted according to each 
type of forebearance and troubled debt re
structuring. The reporting data will be used 
to assess the overall effectiveness of these 
guidelines. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2% minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
MooRE], who is a hard worker in this 
Congress on behalf of family farmers. 

Mr. MOORE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I compliment the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. THoMAs] 
for offering this resolution. I am privi
leged to be on of his two original co
sponsors. 

I did so because this resolution is 
needed, it is needed to send a message 
to the Farm Credit Administration, 
that we are asking for the same kind 
of flexibility for farm loans in this 
country made by the Farm Credit 
System as lenders in general are now 
getting from banks across the country. 

The Federal bank examiners were 
instructed some many months ago to 
allow two-tiering of loans all across 
the country in commercial banks. We 
have had some difficulty, some lack of 
understanding, some lack of communi
cation in being able to arrange that; 
the same thing to the Farm Credit Ad
ministration, the Farm Credit System, 
for farmers. I find it very hard to un
derstand why. It is illogical, and that 

kind of difference should not be there. 
This resolution will help straighten 
that out. 

Many farmers across this country 
have been good debtors in the past, 
they have been good borrowers, they 
have been good farmers, they have 
been good business people, and 
through no fault particularly of their 
own, they are in trouble today. In Lou
isiana they are in trouble because we 
had three hurricanes last year, fol
lowed by a freeze, followed by a 
drought, and many years of low-crop 
prices, many years of increased foreign 
competition due to the high value of 
the dollar. A lot of that comes right 
back here in the Congress because of 
its deficit-spending problems. 

So many of those farmers can work 
it out. They can be productive farmers 
again, they can pay off their loans if 
they are given any flexibility whatso
ever in the restructuring or two-tiering 
of their loans. 

0 1410 
That is what this resolution calls 

for. It needs to be done; it is being 
done for businessmen all across Louisi
ana and all across the country today, 
and it needs to be done for farmers as 
well. 

The farmers, I think, those that 
should not have been in business, 
those that never had any equity, those 
that did not know how to really effi
ciently farm, they are out of business 
now. I do not think any of them are 
still in business. 

We are not talking about if we do 
not do something like this beginning 
to lose those farmers that are very 
good at what they do. That is what we 
are asking for. Not that every farmer 
be kept in business; that is not our job. 
But it is our job to see to it that we 
give the Farm Credit Administration 
or see to it that they understand it is 
the Congress' intent that farmers are 
given the same flexibility in restruc
turing of their loans that other people 
are getting from commercial banks 
across the country by order of the 
Federal bank examiners and bank reg
ulators. 

There are farmers in this country 
that will go out of business this year 
unnecessarily if we do not see this 
kind of flexibility become part of the 
everyday procedures of the Farm 
Credit Administration. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to just close by 
commending our colleague, Mr. 
THOMAS, who originated this resolu
tion in our committee and brought it 
forward. I think it is obvious that 
there is a lot of interest in the subject 
matter. In the 20 minutes that we had 
we have utilized all of our time here. 

I think it shows that we are looking 
at the Farm Credit System and how it 

operates and we hope that this resolu
tion sets the stage for better operation 
in the future. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, the soaring rate of Federal 
orders for farm foreclosures is bringing about 
two devasting results. One is the stark human 
tragedy of a farm family forced off their land. 
The other is the increasing likelihood that the 
foreclosure action will recover only a fraction 
of the outstanding loan that led to the foreclo
sure in the first place. 

The foreclosures and inadequate crop 
prices have depressed the value of farm land 
to record lows. Rather than continue to stand 
by while farm land is dumped on this de
pressed market, I urge my colleagues to sup
port House Concurrent Resolution 31 0, which 
expresses the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Farm Credit Administration and its as
sociated agencies and lending institutions 
should use their existing authority to restruc
ture loans for viable farming operations and to 
take other actions to help farm families while 
protecting the financial integrity of the Farm 
Credit System. 

The Farm Credit System is the Nation's 
largest agricultural lender. Last year, in the 
process of losing $2.7 billion, it forced thou
sands of farmers and ranchers off their land. 
The irony is that these "fire sale" farm auc
tions often provide less money than could be 
secured by allowing viable farmers to restruc
ture their loans. 

Mr. Speaker, it is certainly no secret that 
the Farm Credit System will soon return to 
Congress to request additional appropriations. 
During deliberation of the issue I believe Con
gress should mandate a policy of forebear
ance rather than foreclosure outlined by 
House Concurrent Resolution 310. It will: 

First, allow farmers with viable farming oper
ations to restructure their loans in such a way 
that they can pay off the balance and interest. 
Such restructuring should be permitted when 
there is a reasonable prospect that the bor
rower will be able to repay the loan. 

Second, compare the cost of foreclosure to 
the cost of forebearance through a loan re
structuring, and implement restructuring when 
the cost is the same or less than foreclosure. 

Third, when restructuring is feasible, consid
er a "two-tier" system of repayment. The first 
tier would include interest and principal pay
ments on an amount within the capability of 
the farmer to service. Payment of interest 
only, at a reduced rate, would be required for 
the second tier of debt, which would be the 
remaining balance of the loan. As a portion of 
the principal is repaid in the first tier, portions 
of the outstanding principal balance would be 
periodically reassigned to the first tier. 

Fourth, classify restructured loans as per
forming, provided that the payments are being 
made under the restructured arrangement. 

In summary, House Concurrent Resolution 
310, will cost no money. It will not mandate 
that the FCS make any changes in loan pro-
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cedures that would endanger the stability of 
its resources. Instead, it provides a clear indi
cation that the FCS should apply forebear
ance to its foreclosure policies if it expects 
the Congress to lend a sympathetic ear to its 
problems. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to lend my 
support to House Concurrent Resolution 310, 
the House Agriculture Committee's resolution 
to restructure farm loans. 

We cannot stand idly by while the Nation's 
small, family farmers go down the drain. The 
farm loan crisis is affecting all farmers but 
black farmers are being especially hard hit 
during this current crisis. In 1920, there were 1 
million black farmers in the United States. In 
1982 that number was 33,000, a drop of 97 
percent. In 191 0, blacks owned 16 million 
acres of farmland. By 1980 that number had 
dropped well below 4 million acres; in fact 
more Mississippi farmland is owned by blacks 
in Chicago than blacks in Mississippi. 

Other industries have been supported by 
the Federal Government during periods of 
economic crisis. We certainly responded when 
Chrysler was in trouble; we've helped cities 
and countries like New York City, Japan and 
West Germany rebuild economically. And yet, 
we have turned our backs on the American 
family farmer. I realize that this resolution is 
only a concurrent resolution and that it does 
not have the binding effect of a law but I hope 
that it will act as a catalyst for a loan restruc
turing program by the Department of Agricul
ture. I know that Secretary Lyng is aware of 
this situation and I hope that he will reconsid
er his current position on this issue and act to 
save America's family farmers from annihila
tion. 

Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
be a cosponsor of the resolution we are con
sidering today. There is no doubt that the 
crisis facing our Nation's farmers is continu
ing. They try to get credit to operate their 
farms and find there is none available. Addi
tionally, many farmers are facing foreclosure 
because of their inability to service their 
present debt. 

If we are going to prevent many thousands 
of farmers from losing their land and their way 
of life, we must take some action. Last week 
many leaders in the Farm Credit System came 
to Washington to give us a report on the cur
rent state of the system. It was apparent from 
this meeting that the system still faces some 
problems. 

The resolution before us today is directed 
toward addressing these problems and insur
ing that our Farm Credit System remains re
sponsive to the farmers it serves. The Farm 
Credit Administration and the Farm Credit 
System are urged to take immediate action to 
help farmers who are facing foreclosure. This 
can be done by permitting additional time to 
resolve any financial problems and by allowing 
loans to be restructured. The system is also 
urged to prevent foreclosure by using a two
tier loan restructuring plan whenever feasible. 

We were also told last week that one of the 
biggest problems facing the system is the in
ability to reduce interest rates on their loans. 
Despite several requests, the Farm Credit As
sociation has refused to permit the system in
stitutions to lower their loan rates. Conse
quently, many farmers who have borrowed 

from the system in the past are getting their 
loans from other places where the interest 
rates are more favorable. This only threatens 
the future stability of the system. 

Because of my concern about the continu
ing high interest rates being charged by the 
Farm Credit System, I have offered an amend
ment to this resolution. This amendment en
courages the Farm Credit Administration to 
give system institutions more flexibility in set
ting interest rates, so they will more accurately 
reflect changing market conditions. This will 
allow the system to remain competitive in agri
cultural lending and be a continuing source of 
assistance to our Nation's farmers. 

I hope this resolution will encourage the 
Farm Credit Association to help our farmers 
who are having financial problems. I urge my 
colleagues to support my amendment and to 
support the resolution before us today. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the resolution offered by my colleague 
from Georgia, Mr. THOMAS. 

The continuing rash of foreclosures has 
thrown thousands of families off the lands 
they have farmed for generations. And the sit
uation worsens each day. 

As lenders foreclose on more farms, and as 
that property is dumped onto a market already 
glutted with farmland, land values continue to 
drop-jeopardizing the equity of all farmers 
and the ability of farm lenders to stabilize their 
own long-run financial conditions. Often these 
"fire sales" net less money than could be se
cured by allowing hard-working farmers to re
structure their loans and continue operations. 

The rush to foreclose has led to nothing but 
a further downward spiralling of land values. 
And in Missouri, where land prices have 
dropped 30 to 40 percent in 5 years, we can't 
take any more of that. 

This resolution puts Congress in support of 
a lender policy of forebearance rather than 
foreclosure. It states simply that lenders ought 
to make every effort to restructure loans 
before they consider foreclosure. Congress 
after all supported a restructuring of the Farm 
Credit System, restructuring to help the 
farmer-not just the lender. The loosened reg
ulations should give lenders the tools to exer
cise more forebearance. We expect lenders to 
use these tools. 

This resolution is no cure. Our crises in agri
culture and land values are rooted in our low 
commodity prices. And without change in 
prices, the outlook remains bleak. Fully half of 
our farmers appear destined to lose part or all 
of their land. Half of this group will leave agri
culture altogether. The devastation to families, 
communities, and entire regions will continue. 

It is past time for action. Why has the ad
ministration not taken effective common 
sense actions to fight the economic holocaust 
in mid-America? Why has it invested its faith 
in star wars while remaining so willing to write 
off the American farmer? 

I commend Mr. THOMAS for his efforts to re
verse the downward spiral in land values, an 
important first step. I urge support for this res
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA 
GARZA] that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-

lution, House Concurrent Resolution 
310, as amended. 

Mr. BONER of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 310, expressing the sense of Con
gress in support of a cost-effective plan to re
structure the debt of the Farm Credit System. 

The Farm Credit System is the Nation's 
largest agricultural lender. This important reso
lution expresses the strong feeling among 
Members of Congress that the Farm Credit 
Bureau should work with financially stressed 
farmer-borrowers to restructure their debt. 

Last year, thousands of farmer -borrowers of 
the Farm Credit System went into bankruptcy 
or foreclosure because of their farm credit 
loans. These loan liquidations and other ad
verse factors caused the Farm Credit System, 
the Nation's largest agricultural lender, to lose 
an unprecedented $2.7 billion. 

The financial crisis facing the farm commu
nity has continued unabated this year. Many 
more farmers are threatened with foreclosure 
unless farm debt is restructured. 

House Concurrent Resolution 3 proposes 
that the Farm Credit System consider restruc
turing farm loans if the costs associated with 
foreclosure equal or exceed the costs of re
structuring. This approach would reduce both 
the number of farm foreclosures and the 
losses to the Farm Credit System. 

In addition, the resolution encourages the 
Farm Credit Administration to give the System 
more flexibility in setting interest rates that re
flect market conditions and allow System insti
tutions to be more competitive. 

Adoption of the resolution will send a strong 
signal to the Farm Credit System that Con
gress expects the system to prudently adjust 
its operating procedures to reflect that hard 
realities of the severe depression in the agri
cultural economy. Continuing a policy of fore
closure when other alternatives are available 
is not only imprudent, but dangerous. 

Farmers continue to be a vital part of our 
Nation's economy and we need to recognize 
that the well-being of those of us who are not 
farmers is dependent on restoring vitality to 
the farm community. 

The resolution is an important step to cor
recting the credit crisis farmers face, and I join 
my colleagues in urging its adoption. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House of Representatives is considering 
House Concurrent Resolution 310, which I 
have cosponsored and which has my whole
hearted support. 

House Concurrent Resolution 310 ex
presses the sense of the Congress that the 
Farm Credit System should practice forbear
ance and restructure a farmer's loan rather 
than foreclose where there is a reasonable 
prospect that the farmer will be able to repay 
the loan. The resolution states that before 
foreclosing on a loan the FCS should deter
mine the cost of foreclosing and the cost of 
restructuring the loan. If the cost of foreclos
ing exceeds the cost of restructuring, the FCS 
bank should restructure the loan. 

The resolution also encourages the FCS 
bank to use a new two-tiered loan restucturing 
program. Under this program, the amount of 
the existing loan that the farmer could repay 
under existing terms would be placed in the 
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first tier. The proportion of the loan that the 
farmer could not repay under existing terms 
would be placed in the second tier. The 
farmer would not be required to repay the 
principal on the portion of the loan in the 
second tier and the interest rate on this por
tion of the loan would be reduced. As the 
farmer pays off the principal in the first tier, 
principal from the second tier would be moved 
into the first tier. 

Finally, the resolution encourages the Farm 
Credit Administration, which oversees the 
system, to grant member banks more flexibility 
in setting the interest rate on farm loans. 

Last year when Congress passed the Farm 
Credit Act Amendments of 1985, it created a 
new Farm Credit System Capital Corporation. 
One of the primary functions of this newly cre
ated Capital Corporation was to enable mem
bers of the Farm Credit System to better 
serve farmers through refinancing, reamortiz
ing, or otherwise adjusting debts. Such activi
ties would be undertaken in an effort to give a 
farmer every opportunity to stay in business. 

Unfortunately, the full loan restruction au
thorities of the Capital Corporation have not 
yet been implemented. Hopefully, the sense of 
the House resolution we are passing here 
today will give the Farm Credit Administration 
a nudge in the right direction and a strong 
message that Congress is awaiting the full im
plementation of the Farm Credit Amendments 
of 1985. The Farm Credit System has only re
cently adopted "Systemwide Guidelines and 
Definitions for Restructuring Troubled Loans" 
and has also adopted the Farm Credit System 
Model Pricing Program, which awaits the ap
proval of the Farm Credit Administration. 

The Congress expects the Capital Corpora
tion to practice forbearance and to make loan 
restructuring a high priority. This resolution 
confirms this requirement. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH. Mr. Speak

er, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule 
I, and the Chair's prior announce
ment, further proceedings on this 
motion will be postponed. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. JONES of Tennessee. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks on the concurrent reso
lution just debated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CON
GRESS WITH RESPECT . TO 
PARTIAL LIBYAN OWNERSHIP 
OF FIAT 
Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I move 

to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent reoslution <H. Con. Res. 
315) to express the sense of Congress 

that the Secretary of Defense should 
defer the final award of a contract 
with respect to Defense Construction 
Supply Center Solicitation numbered 
DLA 700-85-B-4-4607 <for the pur
chase of 178 crawler tractors) until 
Congress completes consideration of 
the Department of Defense Authoriza
tion Act, 1987. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 315 

Whereas the Government of Libya has 
been identified as aiding and abetting inter
national terrorism; 

Whereas it is the policy of the United 
States to seek to contain and deter further 
acts of terrorism sponsored by the Govern
ment of Libya; and 

Whereas economic sanctions taken by the 
United States against Libya would be under
cut by the inadvertent transfer of United 
States tax dollars to the Government of 
Libya: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that the Secretary of Defense 
should defer final award of a contract with 
respect to Defense Construction Supply 
Center Solicitation numbered DLA 700-85-
B-4-4607 (for the purchase of 178 crawler 
tractors> until Congress completes consider
ation of the Department of Defense Author
ization Act, 1987. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, a second is not re
quired on this motion. 

The gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. BYRON] will be recognized for 20 
minutes and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KAsicH] will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BYRON]. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Concurrent Res
olution 315 would express the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of De
fense should defer award of a contract 
for procurement of 178 Crawler trac
tors until the Congress completes con
sideration of the Department of De
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1987. 

The Department of Defense is ready 
to award a contract for 178 Crawler 
tractors, required by the U.S. Marine 
Corps, to Fiat-Allis North America, 
Inc., the low bidder on the contract. 
But who is Fiat-Allis North America, 
Inc.? Fiat-Allis North America is a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Fiat-Allis 
Europe which, in turn, is wholly 
owned by Fiat-Allis, B.V., which is 
owned by International Co., which is 
owned by Fiat SPA. The complicating 
factor is that the Libyan Government, 
through the Libyan Arab Foreign In
vestment Co., holds a 15-percent own
ership in Fiat SPA and has two mem
bers on Fiat SPA's 15-member board 
of directors. Thus, if the contract is 
awarded to Fiat-Allis North America, 
the Libyan Government would benefit 
from the award as a result of its own
ership in Fiat SPA. 

The low United States bidder on the 
contract filed a protest with General 
Accounting Office alleging that the 
award to Fiat-Allis North America 
would be improper because of the 
sanctions imposed by the President on 
economic relations with the Govern
ment of Libya. The Treasury Depart
ment, however, advised the General 
Accounting Office that the President's 
Executive orders precluding Govern
ment contracts with hostile foreign 
nations would not interfere with 
award of the contract to Fiat-Allis 
North America, because it is not sub
stantially owned, managed or con
trolled by the Libyan Government 

The Department of Defense has also 
taken the position that the Libyan 
Government interest in Fiat SPA 
would not prohibit the award of this 
contract to Fiat-Allis North America. 

Mr. Speaker, it appears that we are 
in the interesting situation of having 
our Department of Defense send out 
its aircraft to bomb terrorist facilities 
in Libya and then shortly afterward 
award a contract which will benefit 
that same Government which has sup
ported terrorist acts against the 
United States. That, I believe, is 
wrong. I also believe that we must con
vince the Secretary of Defense that it 
is wrong and should not be done. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution only 
asks for a delay. The Marine Corps, 
who will benefit from these tractors, 
has no objection to this delay. I think 
this should be done. Accordingly, I 
urge the adoption of this resolution. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
House Concurrent Resolution 315. 
This resolution would make the Secre
tary of Defense aware of our concern 
over a $7.9 million contract which is 
about to be awarded to Fiat-Allis 
North America, Inc. We are concerned 
because the Government of Libya 
holds a 15-percent ownership in Fiat 
SPA, the ultimate corporate parent of 
Fiat-Allis North America, thus would 
benefit from the award of the con
tract. 

Many of us had thought that, when 
the President signed Executive Order 
No. 12543, which virtually ended eco
nomic relations with the Government 
of Libya, Fiat-Allis North America 
would be ineligible for the award of 
this contract, because of its connection 
with the Government of Libya. We 
were wrong. On May 5 the General Ac
counting Office denied a protest by 
the low U.S. bidder for this contract 
for manufacture of 178 Crawler trac
tors. It held that "in light of the posi
tion of the Department of State, in 
consultation with the Office of For
eign Assets Control, that an award to 
Fiat-Allis will not violate the Libyan 
sanctions regulations currently in 
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effect, we must deny this portion of 
the protest." 

All this resolution would do is ask 
the Secretary of Defense to defer the 
award until the Congress completes its 
consideration of the Defense Authori
zation Act for Fiscal Year 1987. This 
will give Congress time to preclude the 
awarding of this contract to Libya. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not allow that 
Government, which has flagrantly 
supported terrorist acts against our 
people, to reap the benefits of U.S. de
fense spending. 

I urge all my colleagues to support 
this resolution. 

0 1420 
Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the chairman of the Sub
committee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Armed Services, the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. NicH
OLS]. 

Mr. NICHOLS. I thank the gentle
woman from Maryland for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to add my 
strong support for House Concurrent 
Resolution 315, which would express 
my concern over the award of a con
tract to a corporation in which the 
Government of Libya has an owner
ship interest. I believe that we must 
convince the Secretary of Defense to 
defer the award of the contract until 
the Congress has had an opportunity 
to express its will in the Defense Au
thorization Act. 

As my colleagues all know, I am a 
strong supporter of competitive pro
curement and the award of contracts 
to the lowest possible bidder. But I be
lieve that because of the peculiar cir
cumstances of this case, the contract 
should not be awarded to the lowest 
bidder. It is true that there is a com
plex corporate structure which con
nects the Fiat Co. of North America to 
the Government of Libya. It is also 
true that the 15-percent Libyan Gov
ernment interest in Fiat SPA, the 
parent company, is a relatively small 
minority interest, and that the profits 
that the Libyan Government might 
derive would not be great. 

Nevertheless, I object to our Govern
ment appropriations of any sort being 
used to provide any support to the 
government of Colonel Qadhafi. Ac
cordingly, I support the resolution, 
which would defer the award of the 
contract pending an opportunity for 
the Congress to take additional action 
on this procurement. 

I commend the gentleman from Indi
ana for introducing this resolution, 
and ask that the Congress give it 
strong support. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. LEACH]. 

Mr. LEACH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of House Concurrent 

Resolution 315. As just explained, all 
this resolution does is express the 
sense of the Congress that the Secre
tary of Defense defer the final award 
of a contract for the purchase of 178 
crawler tractors until Congress com
pletes consideration of the Depart
ment of Defense Authorization Act. 

The question thus arises: Why 
occupy the attention of the House on 
this relatively small defense contract? 

The answer is that delay in letting 
this contract called for by this meas
ure is needed to enable Congress to 
review a situation which could poten
tially result in U.S. tax dollars being 
paid to the Libyan regime of Colonel 
Qadhafi. 

When bids were opened on this solic
itation in December of last year, the 
low bidder was Fiat-Allis, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Fiat of Italy 15 
percent of which is owned by the 
Libyan Government. Unless Congress 
has the time to make the necessary 
changes in current law to permit the 
President to waive certain defense con
tracting requirements, we stand on the 
threshold of awarding a u.S. military 
contract worth $7.9 million-the prof
its from which could go directly into 
the coffers of the world's preeminent 
terrorist. 

For the President's efforts to isolate 
Libya economically from the civilized 
world to be successful, it is crucially 
important that the trade sanctions in
voked in January be broadened to pre
clude U.S. Government purchases 
from companies controlled, in whole 
or in part, by Libya. If this is not ac
complished, not only will Qadhafi be 
undeterred in his international out
lawry, the U.S. campaign against ter
rorism will be discredited. 

I am not generally enthusiastic 
about trade embargoes. In the past 
they have frequently hurt American 
producers more than foreigners, but if 
our embargo against Libyan terrorism 
is to be effective it must be complete. 

To call Qadhafi a pariah while al
lowing him to profit from sales to the 
U.S. military makes a laughingstock of 
our foreign policy. No amount of 
public posturing can substitute for the 
sort of concrete action for which this 
resolution represents a necessary first 
step. 

Mr. Speaker, I represent a plant in 
Bettendorf, lA, of the company which 
was the second low bidder on the con
tract tentatively awarded to Fiat-Allis. 
Last week that company announced its 
intention to close this facility. Compa
ny officials informed that loss of this 
particular contract was not the deter
minative factoring in its decision to 
close the plant, but the fact remains 
that loss of our industrial competitive 
edge, which is a function of public as 
well as private decisionmaking, has 
caused much of American industry to 

cut back employment and press for 
consolidation. 

As long as Government is partly re
sponsible for the loss of our competi
tive edge, it has a responsibility to 
walk the final mile for the American 
worker. 

In the defense arena particularly, all 
Americans ought to be concerned that 
our industrial base not be dismantled. 

While this resolution deals only with 
a small contract, it is symbolic, not 
only for the average American con
cerned for his or her job, but for the 
average citizen concerned for a respon
sible foreign policy. 

Accordingly, I urge this House go on 
record to direct the administration to 
reconsider the folly of its contracting 
ways. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. McCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. McCLOSKEY. I rise today in 
strong support of House Concurrent 
Resolution 315. 

At a time when the United States 
has bombed Libya, criticized numerous 
allies for not complying with economic 
sanctions and denounced Qadhafi for 
the terrorist that he is, the Pentagon 
is on the verge of awarding another 
military contract to an Italian firm 
with significant Libyan ownership. 

This $7.9 million contract is for 179 
Marine Corps crawler tractors. This 
resolution, which had the unanimous 
and bipartisan support of the Armed 
Services Committee shortly after I in
troduced it, urges the deferral of the 
proposed contract award, pending fur
ther consideration in the armed serv
ices authorization bill. It would be 
preferable for the administration to 
assert its executive power, cancel and 
rebid this contract. 

The foreign firm scheduled to get 
this contract is Fiat-Allis which is 
wholly owned by Fiat of Italy. Fiat is 
15 percent owned by Libya, which has 
two members on Fiat's board of direc
tors. 

It is difficult to see how we can 
demand full economic sanctions by our 
allies, while treating this relationship 
as insignificant. 

The Pentagon has claimed it has no 
choice but to award the contract, and 
the GAO has also refused redress. 

Surely if we have the power to bomb 
Libya, we have the power to modify 
this contract. As the distinguished 
chairman of the House Armed Serv
ices Committee, Mr. ASPIN, and the 
distinguished chairman of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee, Mr. 
BROOKS, have noted in a letter to Sec
retary of Defense Weinberger, the ad
ministration has substantial legal au
thority and precedent to set aside a de
cision in the national security interest. 

The American firm that was the low 
bidder on this contract, J.I. Case, an-
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nounced last week that they were 
going out of business with some 1,500 
American jobs being lost in Terre 
Haute, IN; Rock Island, IL, and Bet
tendorf, lA. 

The some 625 employees facing eco
nomic tragedy at the Case plant in 
Terre Haute know the jobs would still 
be there but for the loss of four con
tracts totaling $18 million to the firm 
with the Libyan connection. 

These workers, concerned neighbors, 
and indeed citizens throughout our 
great land cannot understand why our 
industrial base is being eroded by deci
sions like this. 

These issues will be considered more 
extensively on other days, with other 
comprehensive legislation. 

We want to send a message to the 
administration, the world, and our 
own citizens that we are serious about 
terrorism, that we are serious about 
economic sanctions and that we are se
rious about unnecessary and tragic 
erosion of our economic base. Thus, we 
should · wholeheartedly support this 
resolution. The people, workers, and 
farmers of our Nation deserve no less. 
Surely revenues from our defense con
tracts should not be going into Qadha
fi coffers of terrorism. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
man from Indiana [Mr. MYERS]. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. I thank my 
colleague from Ohio for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
concurrent resolution. I regret that it 
is necessary for us to take this action. 

It first came to my attention last 
summer that we had a problem with 
the competition from the Fiat Corp. It 
is one thing serious enough that our 
Defense Department contracts with 
contractors outside of the United 
States; not only does it lose jobs and 
lose taxes for this country, but it also, 
as has been discussed here, loses our 
industrial base, which is very vital to 
our national defense. But it became 
much more when we learned last De
cember that the Fiat Corp., who had 
won the successful contract bid for 
these crawlers, was partially owned by 
Libya. 

I do not understand why our Presi
dent, the Defense Department, and 
our own General Accounting Office 
here in the Congress have allowed this 
to continue to happen. To allow the 
Libyan Government to use the profits 
from our own taxpayers to fund ter
rorism throughout the world, which 
we have found to be true, I think is 
just unacceptable. 

I did not go on the gentleman's reso
lution because I thought that surely 
we could talk to the Defense Depart
ment, that the President would take 
action. I really do not understand why 
it has not been done up to this point. 

I am certainly a supporter of com
petitive bids, about which the gentle-

man from Alabama just spoke a 
moment ago, but this is quite differ
ent. When we are contributing to their 
profit structure by buying from a par
tially Libyan-owned company, the Fiat 
Corp., we are funding terrorism our
selves. On one hand we say no; on the 
other hand we shovel them money. 

I am sorry that this does not have 
the force of law. It is really not going 
to do anything unless the administra
tion is willing to do something. But at 
least I think that the administration 
should be on notice that we do not be
lieve that this is the proper action for 
our Government to take. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support the 
resolution, but regret we have to take 
it. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
many of us recently saw Secretary of 
State Shultz on TV, talking about the 
antiterrorism measures agreed to by 
the allies. He said that the message of 
Colonel Qadhafi is, "You've had it, 
pal." 

But that same day, the GAO said 
the Defense Department could award 
a million dollar contract to Fiat-Allis, 
a company owned 15 percent by the 
Libyan Government. What the De
fense Department was saying in effect 
to Qadhafi was: "You've got it, pal." 

Over the last year, Fiat-Allis has re
ceived an increasing number of U.S. 
defense contracts. Meanwhile, its 
American competitors have been 
laying off workers and closing their 
doors. Just last week Case IH an
nounced that it will close three Ameri
can plants, costing over 1,500 Ameri
can jobs. 

How can we possibly justify sending 
American servicemen to fight a terror
ist regime that buys its bullets with 
the profits of our own industrial de
cline? 

When our young people return from 
the service, they deserve the opportu
nity to find a decent job. Our defense 
dollars should be helping to build eco
nomic opportunity at home. And our 
Government should be committed to 
defending American jobs the way our 
servicemen are committed to defend
ing American freedom. 

The bill being considered today, 
House Concurrent Resolution 315, 
urges the Secretary of Defense to 
defer final award of the Fiat-Allis con
tract until Congress passes the fiscal 
year 1987 Defense authorization bill. 
This legislation is necessary because 
the administrative appeal to block the 
award was denied-even though it was 
supported by the chairmen of the 
House Armed Services Committee and 
the House Government Operations 
Committee. 

At a recent Senate hearing, State 
and Defense Department officials tes
tified that they have no choice under 

current law but to award this contract 
to Fiat. The resolution we are consid
ering today would simply defer that 
contract until we have a chance to 
change current law. Mr. LEACH of Iowa 
and I have already introduced legisla
tion to make the necessary change. 

Allowing Colonel Qadhafi's terrorist 
regime to profit from U.S. defense 
contracts is unconscionable. Yet that 
is exactly what will happen if we don't 
pass House Concurrent Resolution 315 
today. 

I ask that you vote to ensure that 
U.S. defense dollars don't end up 
aiding our enemies. I hope you will 
join in supporting this important and 
timely legislation. 

I applaud the gentleman from Indi
ana, FRANK McCLOSKEY for offering 
this important resolution and I thank 
the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. BYRON] and the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] for their leader
ship on this issue. 

0 1430 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, just to 

close on this side, I think the resolu
tion sends a clear message to the Pen
tagon, the GAO, and anybody else 
who is involved in this Federal Gov
ernment that we want t.he award of 
this contract stopped. 

Secretary Weinberger needs to un
derstand, along with the President, 
that awarding this contract would do 
more to undermine confidence in the 
Department of Defense than $400 
toilet seats and $110 diodes. 

This is a gut issue-the American 
people want to put a stop to state
sponsored terrorism. We have sent a 
clear message. Let us carry through 
with it. We can stand together, Repub
licans and Democrats, and send a mes
sage not just to our Department of De
fense, but around the world that we 
are serious about this economic boy
cott and about our commitment to 
defeat terrorism in the world. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the resolution offered by LES ASPIN, chair
man of the Armed Services Committee. Re
cently, Chairman ASPIN and I wrote Secretary 
Weinberger urging him to exercise his legal 
authority to cancel the award of the contract 
and to recompete the procurement-excluding 
Fiat-Allis or any other company controlled by 
a hostile government. 

In that letter, we stated that "it is our firm 
belief that the U.S. Government, particularly 
the Department of Defense, should not be 
awarding lucrative contracts to any company 
which is substantially owned or controlled by 
foreign governments that are hostile to our 
country. With the award of this contract, we 
are indirectly providing financial support for 
Libya's sponsorship of worldwide terrorism." 

DOD has asserted that Federal procure
ment law required them to award the contract 
to Fiat-Allis because the company was the 
lowest bidder. As Chairman ASPIN and I point
ed out in our letter, the Competition in Con-
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tracting Act, passed in 1984, allows agency 
heads to exclude companies from a procure
ment when it is in the public interest. I can't 
think of a more clearcut example of where the 
public interest would be better served than by 
using this exemption to deny a contract to a 
company controlled by Libya. DOD really 
dropped the ball on this one. They should 
have known that this was possible under the 
law. Now they are hiding behind the excuse 
that the law made them do it. This is ridicu
lous. 

I urge all my colleagues to support this res
olution. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 315 thereby 
expressing my concern over the apparent 
blind intention of the Department of Defense 
to award a $7.9 million contract to Fiat-Allis, 
of which 15 percent is owned by the Libyan 
Government. 

This is the same Libyan Government re
sponsible for the death of an American serv
iceman and hundreds of injured in the coward
ly bombing of a Berlin disco a few weeks 
ago-the same government which has active
ly supported an international terrorist network 
stalking American citizens throughout the 
world. 

How can the same Pentagon that a few 
weeks ago so successfully delivered our re
sponse to Mr. Qadhafi's terrorist attacks turn 
around and grant his government, on a silver 
platter, the opportunity to profit from an Ameri
can defense contract? Mr. Speaker, this is not 
the first time I find inconsistencies in the deci
sions coming from across the Potomac, but I 
fear such a blunder will only undermine the 
hard fought moral victories President Reagan 
and Secretary Shultz extracted from our reluc
tant allies at the recent Tokyo economic 
summit. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing this legislation so we can directly address 
this problem during the upcoming Department 
of Defense authorization bill. 

Mr. K.ASICH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. BYRON] that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the concurrent 
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu
tion 315. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the con
current resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
House Concurrent Resolution 315, the 
concurrent resolution just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentlewoman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSIST-
ANCE TECHNICAL CORREC-
TIONS ACT OF 1986 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker's table the Senate 
bill <S. 2329) to make technical correc
tions in the higher education title of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1985, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Reserv
ing the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
this is a bill which is purely technical 
in nature, and it makes some changes 
to the Omnibus Reconciliation Act on 
higher education. It has no opposition 
on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak
er, I rise today in support of S. 2329, a 
bill making technical corrections to 
the Consolidated Omnibus Reconcilia
tion Act of 1986. This bill is essential 
to making the guaranteed student 
loan provisions of the act workable. 

There are four corrections made by 
S. 2329. The first of these adds a 
phrase to the end of a sentence that 
was erroneously deleted in the print
ing of the reconciliation bill. The 
second provision corrects an erroneous 
reference. The third correction 
changes an inaccurate word, and the 
fourth provision changes the effective 
date for provisions from January 1, 
1986, to July 1. This final change is 
needed because the education provi
sions of the act were completed in Oc
tober and we contemplated a Novem
ber or December passage of the act. 
However, the bill did not pass until 
April, making the effective dates ret
roactive. 

When the Reconciliation Act was 
signed into law on April 7, there was 
great confusion about how the GSL 
provisions would be implemented. The 
Department of Education is to be com
mended for working with the higher 
education community to expeditiously 
develop guidelines that are workable 
and will allow for the smoothest possi
ble implementation of the act. Those 
guidelines along with S. 2329 will 
maintain the efficient delivery of 
guaranteed student loans to students 
for the 1986-87 academic year. The 
only issue as yet unresolved is the pay
ment to the guaranty agencies of their 
administrative cost allowances which 

is made mandatory by the Reconcilia
tion Act. I do, however, expect that 
the Department will move quickly to 
provide this necessary funding to the 
agencies. 

I ury~ my colleagues to join me in 
supporting S. 2329. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I urge the House to adoptS. 
2329 in the form that it was sent over 
to the House from our colleagues in 
the Senate. S. 2329 amends the higher 
education provisions of the Omnibus 
Reconciliation Act of 1985 by making 
technical corrections. The Omnibus 
Reconciliation Act of 1985 set into law 
a variety of money saving provisions in 
the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro
gram. These provisions once imple
mented will yield $830 million in sav
ings over the next 5 years. 

The bill contains three technical cor
rections: 

Adds a phrase erroneously omitted 
during the printing of the bill; 

Changes an incorrect reference; 
Amends effective dates from Janu

ary 1, 1986, to July 1, 1986; 
There is very little one can say about 

a technical amendments bill, except to 
assure the Members of this body that 
this is indeed only a technical amend
ments bill. The purpose of the legisla
tion is simple-it makes technical 
modifications to the various provisions 
contained in reconciliation which 
should of been made at the time of en
actment. 

As Members of this body will recall, 
the 1985 reconciliation bill was pro
nounced dead. Fortunately it came 
back to life, but because of the speed 
at which the bill then moved through 
the legislative process, the possibility 
of putting final touches on the legisla
tion was eliminated. 

By enacting S. 2329 we will complete 
these needed modifications and ensure 
the smooth operation of our student 
financial assistance programs. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of S. 2329, a bill making technical correc
tions to the higher education provisions of the 
Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1985. Timely 
implementation of this legislation is important 
to ensure that our student loan programs con
tinue to function smoothly under the mandates 
of budget reconciliation. 

There is relatively little that I can add to the 
contributions made by BILL FORD and ToM 
COLEMAN in this floor discussion. S. 2329 
merits the support of all Members because it 
will ease the administrative implementation of 
many of the changes made to our Federal 
student loan programs earlier this year in the 
reconciliation bill. 

I am pleased that Congress has enacted 
the cost-saving and loan default prevention 
measures under budget reconciliation. These 
amendments, which are supported by the fi
nancial aid community, will save $830 million 
in our Federal student loan programs over the 
next 3 years without limiting student access. 
These amendments will reduce the occur-
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renee of loan defaults and enhance the ability 
of lenders, guarantee agencies, postsecond
ary institutions and the Federal Government to 
make loan collections. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt S. 2329. 
Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 

Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, as 

follows: 
s. 2329 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Student Financial 
Assistance Technical Corrections Act of 
1986". 

SEc. 2. <a> Section 16014(b) of the Consoli
dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1985 <hereafter in this Act referred to as 
"the Act") is amended-

(!) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), 
and (3) as paragraphs (2), <3>, and (4), re
spectively; and 

<2> by inserting before paragraph (2), as 
redesignated by clause < 1>, the following 
new paragraph: 

"(1) Section 428(c)(l)(A) of the Act is 
amended by inserting before the period at 
the end of the first sentence of such section 
a comma and the following: 'including the 
administrative costs of supplemental pre
claim assistance for default prevention as 
defined in paragraph (6)(C)'.". 

(b) Section 16016 of the Act is amended by 
striking out "section 435(d)(l)(D)'' and in
serting in lieu thereof "section 
435(g)(l)(D)". 

<c> The second sentence of section 16023 
of the Act is amended by striking out "to 
the Secretary" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"by the Secretary". 

(d)(l) Section 1604Hb)(l) of the Act is 
amended by striking out "January 1, 1986" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "July 1, 1986". 

<2> Section 1604Hd> of the Act is amended 
by striking out "January 1, 1986" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "July 1, 1986". 

The Senate bill was ordered to be 
read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to re
consider was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speak

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
in which to revise and extend their re
marks on S. 2329. The Senate bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 124, 
SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1986 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 

up the conference report on the 
Senate bill <S. 124) entitled the "Safe 
Drinking Water Amendments of 
1985." 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the conference report 
is considered as having been read. 

<For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
May 5, 1986.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] will be recognized for 30 
minutes and the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MADIGAN] will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very happy that 
today the House can give final approv
al to a new law to protect the Ameri
can public from the growing threat of 
drinking water contamination. 

House and Senate conferees have 
agreed upon amendments to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act of 1974, which 
should do much to help stem the seri
ous and growing problem of dangerous 
chemicals leaking into our tap water 
from hazardous waste landfills, leak
ing underground gasoline storage 
tanks, and runoff from agricultural 
pesticides. 

I am especially pleased the conferees 
have agreed that drinking water stand
ards established to protect the public 
health should reflect the use of "the 
best available technology" for the re
moval of dangerous contaminants. 

Both Houses have alsv agreed that a 
treatment technology of proven effec
tivenss, granular activated carbon, is 
feasible for the control of synthetic or
ganic chemicals, a very common and 
very dangerous family of drinking 
water contaminants. 

These provisions will go far in pro
tecting the American public from per
vasive health threats, including for ex
ample, the known carcinogen chloro
form, which was found in 57 percent 
of the underground drinking water 
supplies in a recent EPA survey. EPA 
will be required to dramatically tight
en the very weak current standard for 
chloroform under this legislation to 
reflect the use of GAC technology, 
which has been proved effective for 
the control of this substance and 
other dangerous byproducts of the dis
infection process. 

I want to congratulate the distin
guished ranking minority member of 
the Health and the Environment Sub
committee, Representative MADIGAN, 
for his initiative and effort which 
played a key role in the development 
and passage of this legislation. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Idaho [Mr. CRAIG]. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my colleague for yield
ing. 

I regretfully rise in opposition to 
this conference report because it re
quires the States to establish wellhead 
protection programs and establish 
wellhead protection areas. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
alert my colleagues to the fact that 
this legislation could establish Federal 
jurisdiction over ground water, a re
source traditionally left •under local 
State control. 

Supporters of this provision may 
claim that the language in this report 
was drafted purposely broad in order 
to insure that State and local govern
ments retain their traditional jurisdic
tion. If this is the case, then I am un
certain as to the intended purpose of 
this provision. According to section 
205, the Governor is instructed to 
submit a State plan to the Administra
tor of the Environmental Protection 
Agency that outlines a program to 
protect wellhead areas from contami
nants which may have adverse impact 
or effect on the health of persons. 

The report further stipulates that 
the State must modify and resubmit 
the plan if it is found to be inadequate 
by the Administrator. 

In my opinion, this constitutes the 
beginning of Federal jurisdiction and 
Federal control over underground 
water. 

Although the commendable inten
tion of the conferees reportedly was to 
retain the State and local jurisdiction 
over ground water, I am unsatisfied 
with the means employed to accom
plish the end that they set out to deal 
with. Broad and indefinite language is 
a two-edged sword and all of us here in 
the Congress know that so very well. 

I am concerned that this section 
could encourage lawsuits against the 
Governor or the States should the 
State ground water plan be rejected by 
the EPA or should the State fail to im
plement it during a time period 
deemed appropriate by citizens. 

How well I have watched the water 
quality standards of EPA and their 
impact upon my State of Idaho and 
the great difficulty we have had arriv
ing at a plan, when in fact we have not 
yet accomplished it. 

Another problem arising from the 
overly broad language is found in the 
sentence I quoted earlier. Specifically, 
the State submitted plan must protect 
wellhead areas from contaminants 
which may have any-and I repeat
any adverse effect on the health of 
persons. 

Mr. Speaker, such a directive could 
require the State to develop a program 
to protect against an indefinite 
number of substances, since almost 
any substance may have some effect 
on the health of persons. 

This requirement could open the 
door to lawsuits by citizens who deem 
certain substances other than those 
determined by the State to be hazard-
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ous if they are not included in the 
plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I join every American 
and I think every Member of this Con
gress in a desire for clear, clean, safe 
drinking water; however, I must 
oppose this bill on grounds that I 
think it establishes unprecedented and 
unacceptable Federal jurisdiction over 
ground water regulations, and ground 
water controls that have been tradi
tionally those of State responsibility. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. EcKART]. 

I want to point out the important 
contribution the gentleman has made 
to this legislation before us. It has 
taken us two Congresses to adopt this 
compromise and his leadership in the 
previous Congress working on this leg
islation was very significant. I do not 
think we would be here at this point 
without his efforts. 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for his very 
kind remarks. 

I would like to return the compli
ment to my friend, the gentleman 
from California, and to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Illinois, without 
whose persistence and consistent sup
port of enacting strong safe drinking 
water protections for the Nation's con
sumers' drinking water, we would not 
be here today. Indeed, as the gentle
man from California suggested, we 
first introduced this bill and testified 
before his subcommittee in June of 
1983. 

I believe this is a critical environ
mental issue and one of great signifi
cance. 

In juxtaposition to the previous re
marks of my colleague, the gentleman 
from Idaho, let me say that I do think 
it is a national problem. Twenty-two 
percent of the Nation's small water 
systems and at least 37 percent of the 
large water systems supplied by 
ground water already have at least one 
volatile organic contaminant. Ten bil
lion gallons of liquid hazardous wastes 
every year are dumped into land. The 
land, we have discovered, is not a veri
table sponge capable of soaking up 
these wide varieties of different forms 
of carcinogens in a veritable stew, 
overflowing with substances that are 
injurious or suspected of being injuri
ous to our health. 
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If we focus for but a moment on the 

impact on rural America, let me tell 
my colleagues that a Cornell study dis
covered that at least half a million 
rural families in America are drinking 
water that, if it was found at a public 
bathing beach, would be labeled unfit 
to swim in, let alone to drink. 

Over 700 contaminants have been 
identified in our water. Yet EPA since 
1974 has been able to regulate fewer 
than 25. The gentleman from Illinois 

[Mr. MADIGAN], the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN], and I dis
covered that you can lead EPA to 
water, but you cannot necessarily 
make them regulate it. That is why 
the amendments we bring forward 
today in this appropriate piece of key 
environmental legislation are long 
overdue. 

Sixty-four thousand violations in 
1984 of current drinking water stand
ards have occurred, while enforcement 
actions indeed have been few. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. I would be 
happy to respond. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I earlier expressed my 
concern on this issue. We all know, 
with any limited knowledge of under
ground water, that water takes on the 
character in chemicals and metals of 
the area or aquifer in which it flows. 

We have found in many instances in 
the Clean Water Act, and now I fear 
with this act, that those uniquely dif
ferent areas, are not spoken to in the 
law. What happens to a State plan 
where there are natural substances in 
an area that are at levels historically 
acceptable and can certainly not be 
changed, the citizens of that area 
drink the water, but a national plan 
and a national standard says, "No, 
that does not meet the Federal re
quirements. The State says change but 
the Feds say we cannot amend it just 
for your locale or we would have to 
change it for every place in the 
Nation." 

Is that not Federal jurisdiction over 
local or State water rights? 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. If I could re
claim my time, Mr. Speaker, I would 
point out to the gentleman that under 
the conference report there are exten
sive negotiations that must take place 
between State EPA's and the U.S. EPA 
in arriving at those locally agreed to 
standards. 

It would be my hope that in this im
portant Federal-State partnership 
that the peculiarities of local problems 
particularly would be addressed at 
sole-source aquifer provisions of im
portance on Long Island and in the 
State of Washington. I think that is 
the kind of mechanism that would be 
helpful. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield for just one more 
comment? 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. Let me yield 
first to my friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out 
that under this legislation the Federal 
Government has primacy to set the 
standards to protect the public health. 
That is the significant aspect of this 
legislation. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield for one more com
ment? 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Idaho for an addition
al inquiry. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I appreciate the gentleman's concern 
and his explanation. Scientists, good, 
knowledgeable scientists oftentimes 
disagree. In the case of oxygen levels 
in water as it relates to fish in the 
Clean Water Act, we have scientists 
who disagree. One says, "This must be 
the standard to maintain the liveli
hood of fish." and another says, "No, 
it can be maintained at this level." 

Even if a State scientist, regionally 
recognized, establishes and can prove 
through tests that his standard is a 
safe standard, if it does not agree with 
a Federal standard and someone from 
the EPA, the State standard is over
ruled. 

That is very specific to a point that 
happened in Idaho. That is Federal 
primacy, as was just mentioned, over 
the right of the local area or the etate 
to control their water destiny. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
ECKART] has expired. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. ECKART]. 

Mr. ECKART of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this additional 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, briefly to respond to 
the gentleman from Idaho, perhaps he 
makes my point. 

In my own State, I could not lead my 
State to drinking water regulation 
dealing with brine. Our State discov
ered that we have brine, yielded from 
oil and gas production, almost 1 mil
lion gallons of brine produced every 
day, only 10 percent of which is dis
posed of safely. 

This bill, unfortunately, does have 
to set a national standard because the 
health of several States in the Mid
west and the citizens who consume 
that water is very seriously jeopard
ized. I think the point of the gentle
man from California is important. 
Minimum national standards enforced 
at the local level with responsible help 
and guidance from the Federal Gov
ernment is critical because, unfortu
nately for all of us as citizens, drinking 
water knows no artificial geographic 
boundary or political boundary. It af
fects us all. 

This bill, I think, gives EPA the ex
plicit instructions it needs to enforce 
the appropriate national regulations 
to get about dealing with what I be
lieve is the most fundamental environ
mental problem of this decade, and 
that is protecting our Nation's pre
cious ground water sources. 
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Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 

the conference report. I congratulate, 
in conclusion, my colleagues, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN] 
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
MADIGAN] for their dedication to this 
effort. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENT]. 

Mr. LENT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees for the 
Safe Drinking Water Act amendments 
are to be commended for reporting a 
strong, yet practical piece of legisla
tion aimed at protecting our Nation's 
drinking water supplies. 

As a cosponsor of this legislation in 
the House, I am pleased by the wide
spread bipartisan support for this 
effort and delighted that, at long last, 
we have reached this stage in the leg
islative process. 

S. 124 provides for improved drink
ing water standards and stricter en
forcement of those standards. Of par
ticular importance is the provision 
which would enhance protection of 
our underground water supplies. On 
Long Island, where my constituency is 
located, as in many areas around the 
country, underground aquifers serve 
as the whole source of drinking water. 
Needless to say, if these sources are 
contaminated whole communities 
could be at risk. 

Public concern over the potential for 
ground water contamination is justi
fied. Long Island has only one aquifer 
which supplies the entire island's 
drinking water. The need for protec
tion for this precious water system is 
particularly acute. S. 124 effectively 
addresses these concerns by providing 
funding for demonstration programs 
for protecting aquifers that are the 
sole or principal source of a municipal
ity's water. The bill also requires each 
State to adopt and submit to the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency, within 
36 months, a program to protect areas 
around public water system wells from 
contaminants that may pose a health 
threat. These provisions, along with 
other reforms contained in the bill, 
will go a long way toward ensuring 
safer drinking water. 

In addition, I am pleased over the 
approval of a provision I helped craft 
which would significantly reduce the 
amount of harmful lead in our drink
ing water. This provision would ban 
the use of lead pipes or pipe fittings in 
the installation or repair of public 
water systems. The dangers of lead in 
water are well known. This provision 
would affect the reduction of hazard
ous lead in drinking water and pro
mote the quality of our water supplies. 

In sum, I believe S. 124 represents an 
improved reform of existing safe 
drinking water standards. Swift enact
ment of this bill is needed to ensure 
that our drinking water supplies are 

indeed made safe for this and future 
generations. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. NIELSON], a member of the sub
committee. 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. I thank the 
gentle:rr..an for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this bill on several counts. I would like 
to associate myself with the comments 
of the gentleman from Idaho [Mr. 
CRAIG] that it is too much Federal con
trol over ground water systems. 

In my State, many communities 
have several sources of water, 10 or 11 
sources of water, and they have tore
quire testing of every one of those 
sources rather than at the common 
collection point. It is very expensive to 
both the communities and the State. 

In the House, we took the original 
bill, the House bill, and kept the exist
ing program at $69 million. The other 
body went to $101 million, and a com
promise in a so-called conference 
ended at $102 million. I do not call 
that much of a compromise, going 
from $69 million to $100 million. $100 
million is not very near the middle of 
69 and 101. It is a 45-percent increase 
in the existing program, 91 percent of 
which is in emergency assistance, 47 
percent in technical assistance, 26.5 
percent in State-public water system 
supervision, and 72.8 percent in under
ground water source protection, a 
total of a 45-percent increase in funds. 
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In addition to that, there are new 

programs of approximately $70 mil
lion. The House passed $40 million of 
those, and on the basis of those, I ob
jected. I felt that the sole-source aqui
fer program was a fine program, but it 
should be handled by the States them
selves. Washington and New York 
could handle those themselves and as 
far as the planning and technical as
sistance, I felt that the States are 
more than happy to handle that on 
their own without the Federal guide
lines and the help. 

The conference report added $30 
million additional to monitoring un
regulated contaminants; in other 
words, making them get information 
on things which are not known to con
taminate and which, in some cases, are 
known not to contaminate. They nev
ertheless have to monitor them. 

For all those reasons, both the fiscal 
part that we cannot afford a 45-per
cent increase in the existing program, 
plus an additional $70 million, so you 
have a total increase of over $100 mil
lion in this program. 

I think that is irresponsible in the 
fiscal situation that we have and it 
does bring additional ·Federal regula
tion. I do not want to be accused of 
running for dirty water or supporting 
dirty water, but I think it is a problem 

that can be handled with the existing 
programs at the present levels and I 
intend to call for a vote on this on 
that basis. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] for the purpose of making a 
unanimous-consent request. 

PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARIES ACT 
OF 1986 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 1349), to 
reduce costs of operating Presidential 
libraries, and for other purposes, with 
a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ment, as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause 

and insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Presiden
tial Libraries Act of 1986". 

RESEARCH AND MUSEUM FACILITIES 

SEc. 2. Section 2101<1> of title 44, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting before 
the semicolon a comma and "and may in
clude research facilities and museum facili
ties in accordance with this chapter". 

PRESIDENTIAL ARCHIVAL DEPOSITORIES 

SEc. 3. <a> Section 2112(a) of title 44, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a)(l) When the Archivist considers it to 
be in the public interest, the Archivist 
may-

"(A)(i) accept, for and in the name of the 
United States, land, a facility, and equip
ment offered as a gift to the United States 
for the purpose of creating a Presidential 
archival depository; 

"(ii) take title to the land, facility, and 
equipment on behalf of the United States; 
and 

"(iii) maintain, operate, and protect the 
land, facility, and equipment as a Presiden
tial archival depository and as part of the 
national archives system; 

"(B)(i) make agreements, upon terms and 
conditions the Archivist considers proper, 
with a State, political subdivision, universi
ty, institution of higher learning, institute, 
or foundation to use as a Presidential archi
val depository land, a facility, and equip
ment of the State, subdivision, university, or 
other organization, to be made available by 
it without transfer of title to the United 
States; and 

"(ii) maintain, operate, and protect the de
pository as a part of the national archives 
system; and 

"(C) accept, for and in the name of the 
United States, gifts offered for the purpose 
of making any physical or material change 
or addition to a Presidential archival deposi
tory. 

"(2) The Archivist shall promulgate archi
tectural and design standards applicable to 
Presidential archival depositories in order to 
ensure that such depositories <A> preserve 
Presidential records subject to chapter 22 of 
this title and papers and other historical 
materials accepted for deposit under section 
2111 of this title and <B> contain adequate 
research facilities. 
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"<3> Prior to accepting and taking title to 

any land, facility, or equipment under sub
paragraph <A> of paragraph < 1 ), or prior to 
entering into any agreement under subpara
graph <B> of such paragraph or any other 
agreement to accept or establish a Presiden
tial archival depository, the Archivist shall 
submit a written report on the proposed 
Presidential archival depository to the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. The report 
shall include-

"<A> a description of the land, facility, and 
equipment offered as a gift or to be made 
available without transfer of title; 

"(B) a statement specifying the estimated 
total cost of the proposed depository and 
the amount of the endowment for the de
pository required pursuant to subsection (g) 
of this section; 

"(C) a statement of the terms of the pro
posed agreement, if any; 

"(D) a general description of the types of 
papers, documents, or other historical mate
rials proposed to be deposited in the deposi
tory to be created, and of the terms of the 
proposed deposit; 

"(E) a statement of any additional im
provements and equipment associated with 
the development and operation of the de
pository, an estimate of the costs of such 
improvements and equipment, and a state
ment as to the extent to which such costs 
will be incurred by any Federal or State gov
ernment agency; 

"(F) an estimate of the total annual cost 
to the United States of maintaining, operat
ing, and protecting the depository; and 

"(G) a certification that such facility and 
equipment <whether offered as a gift or 
made available without transfer of title) 
comply with standards promulgated by the 
Archivist pursuant to paragraph (2) of this 
subsection. 

"(4) Prior to accepting any gift under sub
paragraph <C> of paragraph <1> for the pur
pose of making any physical or material 
change or addition to a Presidential archival 
depository, or prior to implementing any 
provision of law requiring the making of 
such a change or addition, the Archivist 
shall submit a report in writing on the pro
posed change or addition to the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. The report shall include-

"(A) a description of such gift; 
"(B) a statement specifying the estimated 

total cost of the proposed physical or mate
rial change or addition and the amount of 
the deposit in an endowment for the deposi
tory required pursuant to subsection (g) of 
this section in order to meet the cost of 
such change or addition; 

"<C> a statement of the purpose of the 
proposed change or addition and a general 
description of any papers, documents, or 
historical materials proposed to be deposit
ed in the depository as a result of such 
change or addition; 

"<D> a statement of any additional im
provements or equipment for the depository 
associated with such change or addition; 

"(E) an estimate of the increase in the 
total annual cost to the United States of 
maintaining, operating, and protecting the 
depository that will result from such change 
or addition; and 

"<F> a certification that the depository, 
and the equipment therein will, after such 
change or addition, comply with the stand
ards promulgated by the Archivist pursuant 
to paragraph <2> of this subsection. 

"(5) The Archivist may not-
"<A> accept or take title to land, a facility, 

or equipment under subparagraph <A> of 

paragraph < 1 > for the purpose of creating a 
Presidential archival depository; 

"(B) enter into any agreement under sub
paragraph <B> of such paragraph or any 
other agreement to accept or establish a 
Presidential archival depository; or 

"<C> accept any gift under subparagraph 
<C> of such paragraph for the purpose of 
making any physical or material change to a 
Presidential archival depository, 
until the expiration of a period of 60 days of 
continuous session of Congress beginning on 
the date on which the Archivist transmits 
the report required under paragraph (3) of 
this subsection with respect to such Presi
dential archival depository or the report re
quired under paragraph <4> of this subsec
tion with respect to such change or addi
tion, as the case may be.". 

<b> Section 2112(g) of title 44, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(g)(l) When the Archivist considers it to 
be in the public interest, the Archivist may 
solicit and accept gifts or bequests of money 
or other property for the purpose of main
taining, operating, protecting, or improving 
a Presidential archival depository. The pro
ceeds of gifts or bequests, together with the 
proceeds from fees or from sales of histori
cal materials, co .... es or reproductions, cata
logs, or other items, having to do with a 
Presidential archival depository, shall be 
paid into an account in the National Ar
chives Trust Fund and shall be held, admin
istered, and expended for the benefit and in 
the interest of the Presidential archival de
pository in connection with which they were 
received, and for the same purposes and ob
jects, including custodial and administrative 
services for which appropriations for the 
maintenance, operation, protection, or im
provement of Presidential archival deposi
tories might be expended. 

"(2) The Archivist shall provide for the es
tablishment in such Trust Fund of separate 
endowments for the maintenance of the 
land, facility, and equipment of each Presi
dential archival depository, to which shall 
be credited any gifts or bequests received 
under paragraph < 1 > that are offered for 
that purpose. Income to each such endow
ment shall be available to cover the cost of 
facility operations, but shall not be avail
able for the performance of archival func
tions under this title. 

"(3) The Archivist shall not accept or take 
title to any land, facility, or equipment 
under subparagraph <A> of subsection 
(a)(l), or enter into any agreement to use 
any land, facility, or equipment under sub
paragraph <B> of such subsection for the 
purpose of creating a Presidential archival 
depository, unless the Archivist determines 
that there is available, by gift or bequest for 
deposit under paragraph (2) of this subsec
tion in an endowment with respect to such 
depository, an amount for the purpose of 
maintaining such land, facility, and equip
ment equal to-

"(A) the product of-
"(i) the total cost of acquiring or con

structing such facility and of acquiring and 
installing such equipment, multiplied by 

"(ii> 20 percent; plus 
"(B)(i) if title to the land is to be vested in 

the United States, the product of-
"(!) the total cost of acquiring the land 

upon which such facility is located, or such 
other measure of the value of such land as 
is mutually agreed upon by the Archivist 
and the donor, multiplied by 

"(II) 20 percent; or 
"(il) if title to the land is not to be vested 

in the United States, the product of-

"(!) the total cost to the donor of any im
provements to the land upon which such fa
cility is located <other than such facility and 
equipment), multiplied by 

"(II) 20 percent; plus 
"(C) if the Presidential archival deposito

ry will exceed 70,000 square feet in area, an 
amount equal to the product of-

"(i) the sum of-
"(!) the total cost described in clause (i) of 

subparagraph <A>; plus 
"<II> the total cost described in subclause 

<I> or <II> of subparagraph (B)(i), as the 
case may be, multiplied by 

"<ii> the percentage obtained by dividing 
the number of square feet by which such 
depository will exceed 70,000 square feet by 
70,000. 

"(4) If a proposed physical or material 
change or addition to a Presidential archival 
depository would result in an increase in the 
costs of facility operations, the Archivist 
may not accept any gift under subpara
graph (C) of paragraph <1> for the purpose 
of making such a change or addition, or may 
not implement any provision of law requir
ing the making of such a change or addi
tion, unless the Archivist determines that 
there is available, by gift or bequest for de
posit under paragraph (2) of this subsection 
in an endowment with respect to such de
pository, an amount for the purpose of 
maintaining the land, facility, and equip
ment of such depository equal to the differ
ence between-

"(A) the amount which, pursuant to para
graph (3) of this subsection, would have 
been required to have been available for de
posit in such endowment with respect to 
such depository if such change or addition 
had been included in such depository on-

"(i) the date on which the Archivist took 
title to the land, facility, and equipment for 
such depository under subparagraph <A> of 
subsection <a>O>; or 

"(il) the date on which the Archivist en
tered into an agreement for the creation of 
such depository under subparagraph <B> of 
such paragraph, 
as the case may be; minus 

"(B) the amount which, pursuant to para
graph (3) of this subsection, was required to 
be available for deposit in such endowment 
with respect to such depository on the date 
the Archivist took such title or entered into 
such agreement, as the case may be.". 

APPLICABILITY 

SEc. 4. Paragraphs (3) and <4> of section 
2112(g) of title 44, United States Code <as 
added by the amendment made by section 
3<b> of this Act) shall apply with respect to 
any Presidential archival depository created 
as a depository for the papers, documents, 
and other historical materials and Federal 
records pertaining to any President who 
takes the oath of office as President for the 
first time on or after January 20, 1985. 

STUDY OF MUSE'UM OF THE PRESIDENTS 

SEc. 5. <a> The Archivist of the United 
States, in consultation with the Secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution and the Nation
al Capital Planning Commission, shall study 
the demand for, and the cost, and space and 
program requirements of, establishing a 
museum of the Presidents. With respect to 
such costs, the study shall examine the fea
sibility of establishing and operating such 
museum exclusively with non-Federal funds. 

<b> Each Federal agency shall cooperate 
with the Archivist in conducting the study 
required by subsection (a). 
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<c> In the annual report for fiscal year 

1986 required by section 2106 of title 44, 
United States Code, the Archivist shall in
clude a statement of the results of the study 
required by subsection <a> and any recom
mendations of the Archivist with respect to 
establishing such a museum. 

Mr. MADIGAN <during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objecton to the request of the 
gentleman from illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 

there objection to the initial request 
of the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] 
for a brief explanation of what is 
going on. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois for his 
perceptive understanding of the par
liamentary situation. 

Mr. Speaker, last year, the House 
passed and sent to the Senate the bill, 
H.R. 1349, amending the Presidential 
Libraries Act of 1955. 

The bill passed by the House last 
June represents an attempt to reestab
lish the balance between public and 
private support anticipated by the 
original law, by limiting the operating 
costs of future libraries and by shift
ing the burden of the remaining costs 
from the taxpayer to those individuals 
who would raise the funds used to 
build the libraries. This would be 
achieved by requiring future libraries 
to meet certain design and archival 
standards and by requiring that the 
donation of a building to be used as a 
Presidential library be accompanied by 
an endowment equal to at least 20 per
cent of the cost of building and equip
ping that facility. 

The income from the endowment 
would then be used to offset the build
ing-related operations costs. 

The Senate amendment is consistent 
with the thrust of the House-passed 
bill. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KINDNEss] may wish to yield to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma, the chair
man of the subcommittee, to explain 
the Senate amendment in more detail. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, fur
ther reserving the right to object, I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KINDNESS] for any contribution that 
he might care to make to this unex
pected dialog. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. MADIGAN] for yielding and for 
maintaining the rhythm of accom
plishment of the House of Representa
tives during the course of this after
noon through his timely interdiction. 

I say to the gentleman from Illinois 
that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] has, I think, quite properly 

described the measure, H.R. 1349. I 
would like to ask if the gentleman 
from Illinois would allow the gentle
man from Oklahoma [Mr. ENGLISH] 
and myself to exchange words in a col
loquy, if he would yield alternately to 
us. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Perhaps, Mr. Speak
er, I could withdraw my reservation 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KINDNESS] could make his own reser
vation. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the initial request 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS]? 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, and with 
great thanks to the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. MADIGAN], I would like to 
yield to the gentleman from Oklaho
ma [Mr. ENGLISH] for the purpose of 
explaining the Senate amendment 
that has taken place in conference be
tween the House and the Senate con
ferees. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 1349 
strengthens the House passed bill by

Requiring a proportionately larger 
endowment for future libraries that 
exceed 70,000 square feet; and 

Providing that additions or modifica
tions, to future libraries, that increase 
the operating cost of that facility are 
accompanied by an endowment. 

The Senate version also provides 
that more information be given to the 
Congress than is currently required. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his response 
and further reserving the right to 
object, I would like to pose a couple of 
questions to the gentleman. 

First, under current law, Presiden
tial libraries are built only with pri
vately donated funds and nothing in 
this legislation would change that, is 
that correct? 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct, the 
cost of building Presidential libraries 
would continue to be borne by private 
groups. Like, for example, the 100-
member Reagan Library Foundation 
we've read about recently. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Second, the income 
to the endowment is to be used for 
building operations costs and not pro
gram costs and, further, that income 
would supplant, not supplement, 
annual congressional appropriations 
for the operation of that library and, 
thereby reduce the growth in the cost 
to the taxpayers of operation of these 
facilities in the future, is that correct? 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct, it 
would supplant most if not all of the 
building operations cost appropriation. 
Had this approach been in effect from 
the outset, costs to the taxpayers 
would be one-half of what they are 
now. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Third, this legisla
tion would clarify the authority of the 
Archivist of the United States to solic
it, as well as accept, gifts or bequests 
for the purpose of maintaining, oper
ating, protecting, or improving any of 
the existing of future Presidential li
braries. Gifts offered for the purpose 
of maintenance of an existing or 
future Presidential library would be 
treated as an endowment, the income 
to which could be used only for that 
purpose, but other income, such as the 
proceeds from fees or from sales of 
historical materials, copies or repro
ductions, catalogues, or other items 
having to do with a presidential li
brary would not be so limited in its 
use; in fact the bill makes no change 
in how those proceeds may be used, is 
that correct? 

Mr. ENGLISH. The gentleman's un
derstanding is consistent with mine. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Finally, although 
the endowment requirement would 
first apply to the library of the incum
bent's successor, the Archivist's build
ing standards for archival suitability 
would take immediate effect, is that 
correct? 

Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct. Both 
the House and Senate rejected a 
White House proposal that the incum
bent's library be exempt from the min
imum standards provision. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, 
before withdrawing my reservation of 
objection, I would like to remind my 
colleagues of the obligation of the U.S. 
Government, which took effect with 
the incumbent administration, under 
the Presidential Records Act of 1978, 
to be responsible for the custody, con
trol, and preservation of, and access to 
presidential records. While some have 
criticised the continuance of the Presi
dential library system, I believe that it 
provides an efficient means of fulfill
ment of the Government's obligations 
under the Pesidential Records Act. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. KINDNESS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thought this was an agreed-upon 
report. I did not realize it was going to 
involve a lengthly debate. 

Perhaps you two could work out 
your differences. 

Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle
man from California for his thought 
there. If it sounds as though there is 
controversy, the thought it just to lay 
down a little bit of legislative history 
and go on from here. I do not believe 
there is any disagreement. 

If that is correct, the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. ENGLISH] may 
very well have a short response to 
that. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, certainly the 
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gentleman's understanding is consist
ent with mine. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman and just before 
withdrawing my reservation of objec
tion, I would like to remind my col
leagues of the obligation of the U.S. 
Government which took effect with 
the incumbent administration under 
the Presidential Records Act of 1978 
to be responsible for the custody, con
trol and preservation of and access to 
Presidential records. That is the pur
pose of this legislation, to make that 
clearer and to set the rules for the 
future with less costs to the American 
taxpayer. 

Mr. Speaker, further under my res
ervation of objection, I yield to the 
genileman from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG] 
who has, I believe, a question. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding and I would 
just like to join with my colleagues 
from the Committee on Government 
Operations in urging the House to 
adopt the Senate amendment to H.R. 
1349, the Presidential Libraries Act of 
1986. 

If there is one comment that I, and I 
am sure other Members of Congress, 
hear spoken often by our constituents 
in our districts, it is that we think that 
past Presidents are oftentimes treated 
too generously by the taxpayers of 
this country and here is an example to 
tighten up on the generosity of the 
Treasury at this time as decided by 
this Congress to make Presidential li
braries largely stand on their own two 
feet with those who support the ulti
mate endowing of them. 

I would urge the passage of this leg
islation. 

0 1505 
Mr. KINDNESS. I thank the gentle

man. 
Mr. ENGLISH. Will the gentleman 

yield further? 
Mr. KINDNESS. I yield to the gen

tleman from Oklahoma. 
Mr. ENGLISH. I want to thank the 

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KINDNESS], 
our ranking minority member, for his 
thoughtful and unwavering support of 
this legislation. I also urge my col
leagues to support the adoption of the 
Senate amendment, and I hope that 
they will join me in urging President 
Reagan, whose $45 million library will, 
at the insistence of his aides, be 
exempt from this cost-saving, deficit
reduction effort, and to have set an 
example for the American taxpayer by 
committing his library foundation to 
the establishment of the operating 
cost endowment-type envisioned by 
both the House and the Senate. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, under 
my reservation, I thank the gentleman 
from Oklahoma in particular for his 
thoughtful approach to the resolution 
of this matter over the course of sever
al years now, since 1982 when the 

hearings were first held, to this point 
where we contemplate final passage. 

Mr. REID. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1349, as amended by the Senate. The 
purpose of this legislation, introduced by my 
distinguished colleague from Oklahoma, Mr. 
ENGLISH, will reduce the costs of operating 
Presidential libraries. This legislation is long 
overdue. 

My interest in the Presidential Library 
System began in 1983 during a meeting with 
Senior Citizens in Overton, NV. The residents 
of Overton expressed their strong objections 
to the costs of maintaining former Presidents. 
Of particular concern to the Overton Senior 
Citizens was the $14 million spent by the 
American taxpayers in 1983 to maintain Presi
dential libraries-the largest chunk of the ex
pense associated with maintaining former 
Presidents. During the 98th Congress, I intro
duced legislation to curtail the costs of the 
Presidential Library System and have joined 
Congressman ENGLISH in his efforts to ac
complish this end ever since. 

Even though the libraries are built with pri
vate funds, they are maintained by the taxpay
ers. Operating costs for the seven existing 
Presidential libraries are expected to be about 
$14.6 million in fiscal year 1986. H.A. 1349 re
quires that in the future, private foundations 
that build the libraries must establish an en
dowment, amounting to 20 percent of the cost 
of construction, to defray operational ex
penses. A sensible provision added to the bill 
by the other body also places a 70,000-
square-foot limit on the size of future libraries, 
requiring private funding to pick up costs as
sociated with larger space. 

It is time for us to relieve the Federal Gov
ernment and the taxpayers of this excessive 
financial burden. H.R. 1349 will address the 
uncontrollable spending associated with main
taining former Presidents and still allow for the 
maintenance of these historical documents. 
For these reasons, H.R. 1349 deserves our 
support. Thank you. 

Mr. KINDNESS. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the initial request 
of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 124, 
SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1986 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MADIGAN]. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. BROYHILL], the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of this reauthoriza
tion of the Safe Drinking Water Act 
amendments of 1986. The Safe Drink
ing Water Act has often been over
shadowed by more aggressive and ex
pensive environmental laws, such as 
the Clean Air Act and Superfund, but 

we now know that it is equal to those 
other statutes in importance. This new 
legislation represents a giant step for
ward in the protection of our tap 
water. 

Contamination of our Nation's 
drinking water supplies has become a 
major public health concern. Up to 
this point in time, the Federal Govern
ment has set national standards, or 
maximum contaminant levels, for only 
22 contaminants in our drinking water, 
even though there may be thousands 
of pollutants invading our public 
water supplies. This bill will require 
the regulation of 85 additional toxic 
chemicals in the next 3 years and po
tentially hundreds more shortly there
after. Of equal importance, however, is 
the fact that this legislation maintains 
the important provision of current law 
which requires the environmental pro
tection agency to take into account 
the costs of control, when setting max
imum contaminant levels. This repre
sents a reasoned, balanced approach to 
environmental regulation. 

Mr. Speaker, there are two provi
sions in this legislation which are espe
cially important. 

The first is designed to prevent un
derground sources of drinking water, 
which are now clean, from becoming 
contaminated. Section 205 of S. 124 re
quires States to develop plans to pre
vent man-made contamination from 
entering underground drinking water 
supplies through wellhead areas. This 
provision requires no new State regu
latory program, but instead gives each 
State maximum flexibilty to protect 
these vital resources in the way it sees 
fit. Too often environmental laws have 
concentrated solely on cleaning up 
pollution after it occurs. This bill puts 
equal emphasis on guaranteeing that 
our pure drinking water stays that 
way. 

The second provision which deserves 
to be highlighted is section 107 which 
provides for technical assistance to 
small water systems. Currently, the 
majority of violations of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act occur at the thou
sands of small water systems which 
serve rural, less populated areas. 
These types of systems are prevelant 
throughout North Carolina and most 
other areas of the country. Many 
times these systems are operated by 
the town manager or local fire chief, 
who have little, if any, training in this 
area. 

This bill would provide funds to es
tablish cost-effective, but crucial tech
nical assistance programs for these 
small towns. This assistance would in
clude training, the performance of en
gineering studies, and perhaps most 
importantly, the implementation of a 
"circuit rider" program. This means 
that an expert in public water delivery 
would travel around a region and in
struct the operator of small, rural sys-
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terns on the appropriate methods of 
monitoring, treatment, and manage
ment. This simple program could liter
ally eliminate thousands of violations 
of the law every year, and improve the 
quality of tap water for millions of 
rural Americans. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I want tore
iterate my strong support for this bill 
and urge my colleagues to approve it 
overwhelmingly. 
. M~. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
mqwre of the Chair the time I have 
remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] has 22 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to our col
league, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. DowNEY] who introduced legisla
tion to deal with a very important 
problem of sole-source aquifers, which 
became the basis for part of the legis
lation that is before us today. 

Mr DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased today that 4 
years of hard work have produced a 
conference report on amendments to 
the Safe Drinking Water Act that will 
mean high quality drinking water for 
millions of Americans. I want to thank 
the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Health Subcommittee 
Representatives WAXMAN and MAD: 
IGAN, and their coUnterparts in the 
other body for their efforts to include 
a program to protect the 21 sole 
source aquifers in the United States in 
the Safe Drinking Water Act. The 
Sole Source Aquifer Demonstration 
Program in S. 124 will enable areas 
such as Long Island to protect under
ground supplies of drinking water and 
preserve lands that are critical to the 
quality and quantity of that ground 
water. 

Maintaining potable ground water in 
an aquifer depends on the nature of 
the land and vegetation lying above 
the aquifer's recharge zone. A re
charge zone is an area through which 
precipitation and other surface runoff 
filters down into the water table. Sev
eral undeveloped tracts of land on 
Long Island-including 110,000 acres 
of pine in eastern Suffolk County
anchor the loose soil of the island's re
charge areas. Preserving this land is 
critical to the protection of Long Is
land's supply of ground water. 

However, pressure to develop these 
lands threatens the future quality and 
quantity of Long Island's only source 
of drinking water. Recent facts exem
plify the ways in which pressure to 
recklessly develop land has led to 
ground water contamination. Between 
1976 and mid-1981, 88 of the approxi
mately 1,000 major public drinking 
water wells on Long Island were closed 
or restricted in their use because of 
contamination from synthetic organic 
chemicals and nitrates. On the east 
end of Long Island, 1,400 private wells 

have been contaminated by pesticides 
that have entered the aquifer system. 

Severe contamination of a sole 
source aquifer system means costly re
medial action. Losing a natural supply 
of water would force a community to 
rely on bottle water, treat its tap 
water through filters, or even pipe 
good water from a distanct source. 
Portions of some communities on Long 
Island, such as Bay Shore, have been 
forced to abandon their wells in favor 
of using public wells. The hookup 
costs have been expensive. Preventing 
problems before they develop is sound 
public policy that will mean cost sav
ings and clean water for millions of 
people. That is what S. 124 will do. 

The Sole Source Aquifer Demonstra
tion Program inS. 124 is based on leg
islation that Senator DANIEL PATRICK 
MoYNIHAN and I introduced in the 
98th and 99th Congresses. Knowing 
how important the preservation of 
Long Island's watershed lands are to 
the quality of the island's drinking 
water, we wrote our legislation to 
enable Suffolk and Nassau Counties 
and New York State to obtain parts of 
these lands. S. 124 preserves this im
portant provision and will enable mu
nicipal governments on Long Island 
such as Suffolk County to acquire 
land within the Suffolk Pine Barrens 
in order to protect the underlying 
ground water. 

S. 124 should preserve Long Island's 
fragile supply of drinking water and 
those lands critical to our water. It is 
good solid preventive medicine and 
will guarantee the purity and abun
dance of clean drinking water for the 
people of Long Island and the other 20 
sole source aquifers, now and forever. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. STRANG]. 

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, if I may, 
I would like to engage the chairman of 
the subcommittee, Mr. WAXMAN, in a 
brief colloguy regarding section 205 of 
the bill. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Certainly. 
Mr. STRANG. Regarding the text of 

section 205 of the bill regarding well
head protection and State plans, and 
the report language on page 46, is it 
the intent of the committee that noth
ing in this section shall interfere with 
State water laws and State water ap
propriation processes? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman 
will yield to me, that is correct. 

Mr. STRANG. Would the chairman 
agree then, for the purpose of legisla
tive history and congressional intent 
that if there is found to be any con: 
flict between the provisions of this sec
tion and State water laws and State 
water appropriation processes, that it 
is the intent of Congress that the pri
macy of State water laws are to pre
vail? 

Mr. WAXMAN. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I do not anticipate 
any such conflict. 

Mr. STRANG. I thank the chair
man. I would also like to thank the 
committee and the chairman and the 
ranking Republican on agreeing to 
provisions in section 302 whereby 
Indian tribes are being treated under 
the act at a par with the States in 
terms of primary enforcement respon
sibilities. Also, that you appreciate the 
survey directed the legislation to as
certain drinking water problems and 
needs on Indian reservations. The 
Southern Ute and Ute Mountain Ute 
tribes in Colorado are appreciative of 
these provisions. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would point 
out that even with the assurances of 
the esteemed chairman of the subcom
mittee, I must rise in reluctant opposi
tion to this bill due to certain revisions 
which were underscored by letters 
from the Colorado General Assembly; 
from Mr. Thomas of the EPA; and 
from the Justice Department, pointing 
out that this is an intrusion of the 
Federal Government into what are 
properly State land use and local man
agement decisions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am submitting these 
letters for the RECORD at this point: 

COLORADO HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Denver, CO, April25, 1986. 

Hon. MIKE STRANG, 
Longworth House Office Building, Washing

ton DC. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN STRANG: I am writing 

concerning the 1986 amendments to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act which are now in 
conference committee. Senator Stafford and 
Congressman Dingell are the chairmen of 
the Conferees. My concern about the Act is 
that, as I understand it, the Wellhead Pro
tection Act has been included in the pro
posed conference committee report. The 
wellhead provisions, as I understand it, were 
apparently written entirely by the confer
ence committee staff without debate by 
either the House or Senate. Obviously, this 
process is not a desirable way to pass such a 
major piece of legislation. 

As a matter of fact, we have not even been 
able to obtain a complete text of the well
head provisions to review them. I would 
urge you to ask that such far reaching legis
lation not be included in the final confer
ence committee report of a measure such as 
this that is bound to pass. 

Not only has the procedure been violated, 
but I see great potential for harm to Colora
do and other western states if this type of 
land use legislation is passed in the name of 
protecting ground water quality. This type 
of land use regulation might be appropriate 
in the East; however, it is inappropriate in 
the West, and that is the basis for my con
cern. In western states, as you know, drink
ing water supply wells often are hundreds of 
feet deep, with recharge zones hundreds of 
miles away from the well site. In addition 
of course, alluvial wells in Colorado hav~ 
withdrawals regulated by our surface water 
right system. I am afraid that this legisla
tion would interfere with our surface water 
right regime. I know time is short, so I urge 
you to talk to your colleagues on the confer
ence committee to prevent them from 
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making a good intentioned mistake in this 
new and complex area of ground water man
agement. 

Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
CHRIS PAULSON. 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, 

Washington, DC, March 20, 1986. 
Hon. RoBERT STAFFORD, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and 

Public Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In my September 17 
letter to you, I set forth the Administra
tion's serious reservations regarding provi
sions in both the Senate and House versions 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act amend
ments. While I am pleased to note that 
progress has been made in addressing some 
of our concerns, there are still two major 
issues on which I would like to make further 
comment. 

GROUND WATER 

I have learned that Conferees and their 
staffs are continuing to meet to resolve dif
ferences between S. 124 and H.R. 1650. I am 
specifically concerned about reports that 
you are moving toward a compromise that 
would substantially enlarge the Federal re
sponsibility to control ground water. I share 
this concern with Attorney General Meese, 
who wrote to you on March 14. 

I wish to make it very clear that this Ad
ministration is strongly opposed to legisla
tion of a Federally-mandated or Federally
approved ground-water regulation program. 
Inclusion of such provisions would be 
unwise and unnecessary. 

The Administration takes this position for 
several reasons: first, a requirement, like the 
one being considered, that States develop 
comprehensive ground-water protection pro
grams which are then subject to Federal 
review and disapproval would inevitably, de
spite the best of intentions, involve the Fed
eral government in sensitive local land use 
and water rights decisions. This would seri
ously disrupt well-settled Federal/State re
lationships. State and local primacy over 
ground-water use, even on Federal lands, 
has historically been recognized by Con
gress, dating back to such acts as the Desert 
Lands Act, the Reclamation Act of 1902, and 
continuing through the Clear Water Act in 
the last decade. The site-specific nature of 
contamination incidents and the character 
of the groundwater resource necessitate reli
ance on land use controls which have been 
traditionally and properly the province of 
State and local governments. We do not be
lieve that the problems we are now facing 
with ground-water contamination warrent 
the massive shift in traditional Federal/ 
State roles that would result from the cur
rent proposed compromise. 

Second, there is no need for an increase in 
Federal over-sight of ground water. This 
issue was carefully explored by EPA when it 
developed the Ground-Water Protection 
Strategy. We concluded then that sufficient 
statutory authority exists within the 
Agency to protect ground water from major 
contaminants of concern and that the 
States have the principal role in protecting 
the overall resource. This conclusion is still 
valid. This position is also strongly held by 
the Association of State and Interstate 
Water Pollution Control Administrators and 
the National Governor's Association, who 
have thoroughly studied the issue and are 

in agreement that no new Federal legisla
tion is needed. 

Third, we continue to be impressed with 
the efforts and progress that the States 
have made to protect their own resource. 
They are working closely with EPA in im
plementing national programs directed at 
hazardous waste. They are also taking re
sponsible steps to assess their overall prob
lem and the need for comprehensive protec
tion. A number of States have passed 
ground-water legislation. Some ten States 
now have Ground-Water Protection Strate
gies and another 25 are currently developing 
them. The remaining States have activities 
underway which will lead to statewide 
ground-water strategies and programs. We 
believe that the proposal you are currently 
considering would disrupt these efforts and 
delay the progress which is underway. 

As a part of implementing the Ground
Water Protection Strategy, EPA has provid
ed $7 million in State grants in FY 1986 and 
$6.7 million in FY 1987 for the States to use 
toward developing and enhancing State 
ground-water protection strategies and pro
grams. In addition, EPA is actively address
ing various sources of ground-water con
tamination, such as pesticides and under
ground tanks through new and existing reg
ulatory programs. Problems such as septic 
tank contamination are also being addressed 
through a series of advisory documents. 
Also, the Agency is addressing other issues 
such as promoting consistency among EPA 
programs and policies for ground water, 
identifying ground-water priorities, and en
hancing our research capacity. We firmly 
believe that these efforts currently being 
undertaken by EPA and the increasing at
tention to ground-water protection by the 
States represent substantial progress in ad
dressing our concerns about ground-water 
quality. 

Fourth, we understand that the Federal 
consistency section has been changed to lan
guage similar to that found in several other 
Federal environmental statutes, such as the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
<RCRA> and the Clean Water Act. This new 
provision would provide that Federal agen
cies are subject to the substantive and pro
cedural requirements of a State program to 
the same extent as other persons, and au
thorizes the President to exempt a Federal 
activity from the requirements of a State 
plan if he deems this to be in the para
mount interest of the United States. This 
provision raises some concerns. The State 
ground-water programs envisioned by these 
new bills would require far less uniformity 
and consistency among the States than pro
grams developed under other Federal stat
utes such as RCRA and the Clean Water 
Act. There is also more potential that con
trol measures adopted by the States could 
take the form of land use controls which 
could result in excessive and unwarranted 
State intrusion into Federal policies and ac
tivities. The Presidential exemption for ac
tivities deemed to be in the paramount in
terest is a limited one which would not en
tirely balance these concerns. 

Fifth, we are concerned that there has 
been no opportunity for public discussion of 
the proposed compromise. Major changes in 
a long-held State responsibility such as 
ground-water control deserve careful and 
deliberate scrutiny by all interested parties. 
Many organizations are developing positions 
on the ground-water protection issue and a 
number of related bills have been intro
duced. We believe that this public dialogue 

should be fully heard before congressional 
action, if any, is taken on ground water. 

STANDARD-SETTING 
In my previous letter, I stated that the 

Agency needs flexibility for selecting priori
ty contaminants for regulation. Consequent
ly, I am pleased to note that the Conferees 
are considering dropping the "rational 
basis" language in the House Bill. 

I continue to be concerned, however, 
about the proposed requirement that the 
Agency regulate all of the chemicals listed 
in our two Advanced Notices of Proposed 
Rule Making <ANPRMs> without regard to 
what the data on those chemicals might 
show. The ANPRMs were never intended to 
be a final list but rather were preliminary 
working lists on which public comment and 
additional data were requested. Requiring 
the Administrator to regulate all chemicals 
listed would preempt decisions based on 
good scientific evidence and could lead to 
unsound and unwarranted regulations. The 
Agency must have flexibility to make scien
tific judgments regarding the appropriate
ness of establishing MCLs. 

The need for flexibility is demonstrated 
by regulatory proposals we have made since 
my letter to you in September. In Novem
ber, we proposed MCLs for eight volatile or
ganic chemicals (and plan to propose an 
MCL for a ninth) and we have proposed rec
ommended maximum contaminant levels 
[RMCL'sl for 46 of that group. We also pro
posed RMCLs for three new constituents 
and plan to set standards for seven radionu
clides. 

Based on the available scientific evidence 
regarding the health effects caused by the 
remaining constituents and their frequency 
of occurrence in drinking water supplies, we 
decided not to propose RMCLs for 22 con
stituents at that time. For three of these 22 
constituents, we had sufficient data to de
termine that they do not merit MCLs. For 
the remaining nineteen, we are conducting 
additional toxicological studies, monitoring 
programs, and surveys. This work will 
enable us to re-evaluate these remaining 
substances as well as to identify additional 
contaminants which may require future reg
ulation. We plan to address these constitu
ents in Phase V of our regulatory develop
ment process. After the evaluation of the 
data for the Phase V contaminants, we may 
determine that some may not warrant regu
lation. 

Clearly, in order to use our limited re
sources most effectively to protect public 
health, we need to have this type of flexibil
ity to select priority contaminants for regu
lation. We have discussed with your staff 
the concept of substituting contaminants on 
a one-for-one basis for those listed in 
ANPRMs. These substitutions would allow 
the Agency to focus its resources on chemi
cals which merit consideration. I urge you 
to allow EPA to substitute up to at least 15 
contaminants for those listed in the 
ANPRMs. 

As you continue Conference Committee 
deliberations, I would be pleased to discuss 
our concerns and suggestions with you and 
other members of the Conference Commit
tee. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
advises us that it has no objection to the 
presentation of these views from the stand
point of Administration policy. 

Sincerely, 
LEE M. THOMAS. 
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 

Washington, DC, March 14, 1986. 
Hon. JoHN DINGELL, 
Chairman, Energy and Commerce Commit

tee, U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We have learned 
that Conferees and their staffs are continu
ing to meet to resolve differences between S. 
124 and H.R. 1650, specifically concerning 
initiation of a broad federal responsibility to 
control groundwater. Further, we under
stand that discussions to date may lead the 
Senate Conferees to accept several major 
provisions of section 203 of the House Bill 
to which the Administration remains 
strongly opposed. 

The Department of Justice is particularly 
concerned about these groundwater propos
als based on our unique perspective as the 
courtroom representative of a host of feder
al departments and agencies. The ground
water proposals implicate a broad range of 
legal policy issues which we identify from 
our litigation experience involving, for ex
ample, Indian water rights claims, the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency's hazardous 
waste enforcement program, claims brought 
under the Coastal Zone Management Act, 
the National Environmental Policy Act, fed
eral takings and condemnation laws, and a 
broad range of other environmental and 
natural resource legal policy issues. 

The Department is strongly opposed to 
the type of groundwater program contained 
ill the House bill and current staff propos
als. We urge that the Administration as a 
whole be given an adequate opportunity to 
review and comment on the specifics of any 
staff recommendations to Conferees before 
final action is taken by the Conferees. 

State and local primacy over groundwater 
use has historically been recognized by Con
gress, dating back to such acts as the Desert 
Lands Act of 1877 and the Reclamation Act 
of 1902, and continuing through the Clean 
Water Act in the last decade. Land use deci
sions also traditionally have been left to 
local control. However, contrary to the rep
resentations made in report language, the 
House bill necessarily would result in feder
al intrusion into highly localized and sensi
tive decisions on land use, water allocation, 
and other areas of particular state and local 
concern. I would point out that the National 
Governors Association, the Conservation 
Foundation and the Association of State 
and Interstate Water Pollution Control Ad
ministrators have all recently concluded 
that, at most, a limited federal role is appro
priate-emphasizing the kind of technical 
assistance that the Environmental Protec
tion Agency <EPA> is moving rapidly to pro
vide as part of its groundwater strategy. 

As stated in more detail in the Depart
ment's letter of September 13, 1985, the 
House bill's approach to groundwater is 
highly objectionable. Under the House bill 
every state must develop a comprehensive 
regulatory plan to control groundwater 
quality and quantity, meeting detailed fed
eral standards specified in the Act, and then 
must subject the plan to federal approval. 

The detailed federal standards for the 
groundwater regulatory plan as set forth in 
the bill require regulations and other meas
ures for controlling all human development 
activities that affect groundwater; plus 
elaborate data collection and description of 
groundwater sources, recharge areas, and 
quality, and the location and types of 
human development potentially affecting 
groundwater throughout the state. 

Should a state fail to produce a regulatory 
plan, the federal government can be com
pelled to do so through court action under a 
procedure specified in the bill-though the 
federal government could not be compelled 
to directly regulate activities within the 
states. 

This Administration firmly believes that 
the extensive scheme contained in the 
House bill for regulating human develop
ment activities in every state has no place in 
Federal law. If passed it would represent a 
federal mandate for a regulatory system 
that, once put in place and defined in even 
more detail in regulations and court deci
sions, would inevitably become an unwar
ranted federal bureaucratic intrusion into 
human and economie affairs. There is no 
demonstrated urgent need, given the array 
of other federal statutes already in place 
and EPA's current activities, and there 
clearly has been inadequate analysis of the 
impacts of embarking on such a course. 

We understand that current Senate staff 
proposals are more moderate than the 
House bill in many respects, but those pro
posals still represent a dramatic change in 
groundwater policy with a substantive fed
eral presence. The existing federal presence, 
in protecting groundwater from specific 
sources of contamination, is substantial and 
EPA is already moving toward coordinating 
that federal presence and developing a 
strategy that states can use and adapt to 
meet their own unique situations. 

The Senate staff proposals under consid
eration, however modestly phrased. require 
each state to develop an extensive plan to 
control groundwater quality and apparently 
still subject those plans to federal oversight 
for substantive adequacy. Yet the EPA Ad
ministrator's responsibility in plan review is 
left unacceptably vague. If the Administra
tor is expected simply to determine if each 
element of a program is present, without 
passing judgment on the adequacy of the 
program in actually meeting a substantive 
federal protection standard, then this 
should be explicitly stated. However, if a 
substantive review standard is intended, 
then the Administrator is left without guid
ance on many extremely difficult issues of 
basic policy, and, in fact, it may be impossi
ble to meet that standard without interfer
ence with prior appropriations systems of 
water rights or, more importantly, rights al
ready acquired under those systems. 

The protection standard of the proposal, 
if one exists, apparently is enormously 
broad and stringent. States must develop 
plans that protect geographic areas around 
drinking water sources from all potential 
sources of contaminants which may have 
any adverse impacts on the health of per
sons. The proposal does not limit the uni
verse of potential contaminants to a man
ageable level. Also, the protection standard 
does not take into account the feasibility 
and other environmental and socio-econom
ic impacts of various control measures. Fi
nally, the geographic scope of the protec
tion area is not limited to that reasonably 
necessary to protect the water supply. 

Like the House bill, the staff proposal (as 
we understand it>. requires that all federally 
conducted or supported activities must be 
consistent with state plans. This goes far 
beyond a requirement that federal facilities 
not contaminate local water supplies. This 
potentially grants states <and, as discussed 
below, any citizen> enormous power over a 
very wide range of federal and private ac
tivities which may only indirectly affect 
groundwater, it at all. This program could 

even be interpreted to alter responsibilities 
provided by other federal law. There is no 
requirement for consideration of the nation
al interest in state plans: nothing explicitly 
prevents imposition of the most extreme 
and unreasonable measures to bar unpopu
lar federal activities of federally supported 
private activities. 

In addition, absent specific language to 
the contrary, the existing citizen suit provi
sion in the SDW A provide a basis for any 
citizen to sue states or the fedral govern
ment over development and implementation 
of this program. The judiciary will be faced 
with determining the meaning and effect of 
the vague but far-reaching standard, and 
thus will be thrust into a policymaking role 
for which it is institutionally ill-suited. 

The sum of these flaws is a program of 
vast and wholly unpredictable dimensions, 
with results ranging from excessive federal 
involvement in local land use to excessive 
state power over federal policies and activi
ties, with no means for balancing competing 
legitimate interests, and no clear vision of 
appropriate federal and state roles. 

I believe that if either the House bill or 
the staff proposal is enacted, they will dis
rupt a broad range of federal activities and 
strain relations among federal, state, and 
local governments, in no small part because 
of questions raised by proposed language 
which would have to be resolved in litiga
tion. Therefore, I strongly urge that the 
Conferees reject the new substantive 
groundwater regulatory program under cur
rent staff consideration, and not adopt any 
groundwater program without an opportu
nity for full public and Administration 
input. 

Sincerely, 
EDWIN MEESE III, 

Attorney General. 

Mr. STRANG. Mr. Speaker, I also 
find objectionable the increase in 
moneys put into this bill by the con
ferees, which far exceeded the moneys 
contemplated by this House when this 
bill passed here. 

The increase of $30 million, for ex
ample, in new programs is absolutely 
at variance with anything we are 
trying to do around here under the era 
of Gramm-Rudman. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the conference report on S. 124, the 
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments 
of 1986. This bill represents a 5-year 
reauthorization of this important envi
ronmental law, which expired on Sep
tember 30, 1982. 

I introduced this bill on March 21, 
1985, along with Chairman WAXMAN 
and many other Members. It passed 
the Subcommittee on Health and the 
Environment, the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce and the full 
House of Representatives, all by voice 
vote. The Senate bill, S. 124, also 
passed by voice vote. This measure was 
formulated with the assistance of the 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, our public water utilities, the 
chemical and petroleum industries, 
and several environmental groups. 

Mr. WAXMAN has already outlined 
the major features of this bill. Briefly, 
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it requires EPA to set more national 
standards, or maximum contaminant 
levels, for pollutants in our drinking 
water. It maintains, however, the im
portant requirement that costs of com
pliance be taken into consideration 
when setting these maximum levels. 

This legislation also increases moni
toring of unregulated contaminants in 
drinking water, provides technical as
sistance to small rural and Indian 
water systems which are the ones most 
often violating the law, and provides 
criminal penalties against anyone who 
willfully tampers with a public water 
supply. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill con
tains a modest, but very important 
provision to protect wellhead areas 
over underground sources of drinking 
water. This provision requires that 
States develop plans to prevent man
made contamination from entering un
derground drinking water supplies 
through the wellhead. This narrow 
provision does not cover potential 
sources of drinking water or other 
ground water supplies which do not 
serve as drinking water. 

This ground water provision was de
veloped with Senator SIMPSON to take 
into account the concerns of the West, 
and both the legislative language and 
the statement of managers make clear 
that states have total flexibility to de
velop this protection plan and that in 
no way are we altering existing water 
rights or priorities, nor or we limiting 
existing authorities for States to 
manage, regulate, protect, or identify 
ground water resources within their 
jurisdiction. 

0 1515 
I would read to you from the April 

23, 1986 issue of Chemical Week maga
zine, the following article: 

The Clean Water bill wins cheers all 
around. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act reauthoriza
tion bill approved last week by House and 
Senate conferees was like an oasis in the 
legislative desert, refreshing to the chemical 
industry and environmentalists alike. 

"The chemical industry and Union Car
bide were very please" says Scott Cun
ningham, Union Carbide's chairman of the 
Chemical Manufacturers Association Gov
ernment Relations Committee on Safe 
Drinking Water. Jackie Warren, senior staff 
attorney at the National Resources Defense 
Council, says, "I like it." Cunningham calls 
the bill an excellent effort to improve the 
Nation's drinking water supplies on a sched
ule that the Environmental Protection 
Agency thinks it can meet. 

Here we have the Chemical Manu
facturers Association, environmental 
groups, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the Democratic leadership, 
and the Republican leadership on the 
committee all embracing the bill; the 
Senators from the West embracing the 
bill, the conference report and the bill 
passing the Senate by voice vote. I 
would suggest to you, Mr. Speaker, 
that anybody who thinks they found 

something wrong with this has in fact 
a very active imagination. And I con
gratulate the gentleman from Califor
nia, the chairman of the subcommit
tee, for his leadership and the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. BROY
HILL] for his leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADIGAN. Yes; I would yield 
to the gentleman from Utah. I have to 
be careful with the time because we 
have another Member who has asked 
for time. We have to be brief. 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I have one question. The gentleman 
has indicated that the administration 
is for the bill. EPA says they are 
strongly opposed to this legislation of 
a federally mandated or federally ap
proved ground water regulation pro
gram. They say it involves the Federal 
Government in sensitive local land use 
and water rights decisions. 

Mr. MADIGAN. If the gentleman 
will allow me to reclaim my time, that 
statement was made by EPA before 
the conference committee report was 
ever agreed to by the conferees. 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. I agree with 
that. However, you have added $100 
million to what you had before, and 
they were opposed to it before. I would 
think they would be even more vehe
mently opposed now. 

Mr. MADIGAN. If the gentleman 
would allow me to reclaim my time, 
throughout this entire process, 
throughout this entire process in ad
dressing all of the objections raised by 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
they never once at any time made any 
objection based upon the amount of 
funding in the bill. At no time 
throughout the entire process going 
back to the original considerations in 
the subcommittee has the EPA said 
one word about the funding levels in 
the bill. They do not communicate 
with us now in that regard and have 
not throughout the entire process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
CHANDLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman froJD. Il
linois says that anybody with a prob
lem with the bill may well have an 
active imagination. I may be standing 
in behalf of people who fit that de
scription today. But nevertheless, they 
are concerned. If I may ask the chair
man of the subcommittee a question 
concerning the intent of the bill: Pur
veyors of water in my district claim 
that they are selling pure water, yet 
they are concerned that with this leg
islation they will be required to treat 
it. Do the amendments require manda
tory treatment of all public water sys
tems regardless of purity, or do they 

require treatment only in documented 
problem cases? 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. CHANDLER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as the conference 
report specifies, the amendments 
direct the Administrator of EPA to 
promulgate regulations specifying cri
teria under which filtration is to be re
quired or to specify procedures by 
which States may require filtration. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Is that to say that 
we can ease the minds of water district 
commissioners who feel they have 
pure water and do not want to have to 
treat it? And in one case, in fact, they 
claimed they would have to filter out 
manganese in order to treat it, if that 
becomes necessary. 

Mr. WAXMAN. It is up to EPA, and 
I think the report speaks for itself. If 
they have safe drinking water and 
meet the standards, then it seems to 
me they should not be required to do 
anything more. 

Mr. CHANDLER. I think that is the 
assurance that they are looking for, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the 
chairman of the subcommittee for the 
bill, and I thank him for his answer. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House takes up consideration of the confer
ence report on S. 124, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Amendments of 1986. As one of 
the House conferees on this important envi
ronmental legislation, I am pleased that the 
House and the Senate conferees have been 
able to agree to a bill which significantly 
strengthens the present Safe Drinking Water 
Act. 

The amendments, as agreed to by the 
House and the Senate conferees, address 
several issues which are critical to the protec
tion of our drinking water. Perhaps the most 
important is the protection of our ground 
water. Despite assurances from the EPA and 
from the chemical companies that pesticides 
could never leach into ground water from agri
cultural applications, over the last several 
years we have discovered ground water con
tamination from pesticides in scores of rural 
communities across the Nation. In other com
munities, we have discovered contamination 
from a wide range of volatile organic com
pounds which may be associated with adverse 
health effects, including cancer. Indeed, the 
Congressional Office of Technology Assess
ment estimates that 29 percent of the ground 
water supplies of 954 U.S. cities with popula
tions over 10,000 are contaminated. 

The threat from ground water contamination 
is all the more serious considering that, for all 
practical purposes, amendments agreed to by 
the Senate and the House conferees go far 
toward protecting this vital resource for our
selves and for the next generation. While the 
wellhead protection program included in the 
conference report does not go as far as the 
ground water protection provisions included in 
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H.R. 1650, it takes a significant step forward 
in requiring all States to establish programs to 
protect existing wells supplying public drinking 
water systems from sources of contamination, 
such as hazardous wastes, leaking under
ground storage tanks, and pesticide applica
tions. 

The provisions agreed to by the House and 
Senate conferees should also prod EPA into 
issuing long-overdue health standards for 
drinking water. Despite the fact that more than 
700 synthetic organic chemicals, pesticides, 
heavy metals and other pollutants have been 
found in our drinking water, EPA has regulated 
fewer than 25 contaminants in 12 years. The 
conference report requires EPA to set stand
ards for 83 contaminants within 3 years, and 
provides the Administrator with narrow discre
tion to substitute other contaminants which he 
may find to be more of a threat to public 
health. 

The conferees and their staffs have worked 
diligently to bring back to both Houses recom
mendations which can put the Safe Drinking 
Water Act back on course, and protect our 
public drinking water supplies for the next 
generation. I urge the Members of the House 
to accept the conference report, and to send 
it to the Senate and the White House. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of the conference report before us. I believe 
the Federal Government has a legitimate role 
to play in the presevation and conservation of 
this Nation's drinking water supplies. 

Our State and local governments have done 
a commendable job of enacting laws and pro
grams designed for the preservation of water 
supplies. However, the problem has grown. 
Pollution from one area spills into an area 
under a different governmental jurisdiction. 
For these reasons, Congress should act coop
eratively to maintain the quality of drinking 
water for the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Congressman from the 
1Oth Congressional District in Texas, where a 
portion of our drinking water is supplied from 
an underground aquifer called the Edwards 
Aquifer, I am particularly supportive of the 
sections of the bill dealing with the protection 
of sole-source aquifers. 

In my part of the country, we are very de
pendent on the Edwards Aquifer for drinking 
water. Yet this important supply of water is al
ready being threatened with various forms of 
contamination and the possibility of total de
pletion. 

Some positive things are happening at the 
State and local levels in Texas to help protect 
this invaluable resource, but they need our 
support. We, in Congress, ought not to sit by 
and watch the depletion and contamination of 
our drinking water occur. 

Many of our technical experts in the area of 
water supply have predicted that by the 
1990's, we could face the same kind of crisis 
with drinking water shortages that we did with 
oil in the 1970's. So we have to ask our
selves, where are we going to import safe 
drinking water from, in the 1990's, if we do 
not have enough in the United States to go 
around. The answer is to plan ahead. We may 
have to take some lumps now, but I believe it 
will be worth it in the long run. Let's take the 
lead on this critical issue by passing this con-

terence report today. It is good for the coun
try. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, although I 
am in support of safe drinking water and con
cerned about contaminants that threaten 
public health, I am equally concerned about 
the standards and procedures being used by 
the EPA in determining hazardous levels of 
chemicals in our water systems. Specifically I 
am concerned that the EPA may blindly 
impose standards that are unrelated to the 
actual health hazards posed by the natural 
chemicals appearing in our drinking water. 

There are areas in my district, specifically 
Fallon, NV, t.1at have relied on local, untreat
ed water for all their water needs for decades; 
certainly before the EPA offered any stand
ards for contaminants. The water supply in 
Fallon has a natural chemical in it as do some 
other Western areas. That chemical is penta
valent arsenic. Among chemicals now moni
tored by the EPA is arsenic. However, the 
levels which the EPA currently deems to be a 
health hazard were derived from a study done 
in Taiwan on watar containing trivalent ar
senic, a more toxic form of arsenic. 

We know now, through years of experience 
and health studies, that the water in Fallon is 
safe. In fact, in 1969 a study was made by the 
Desert Research Institute at the University of 
Nevada specifically to determine whether puri
fication was needed to render the drinking 
water safe. It was concluded that no treat
ment was necessary. 

Therefore, I strongly urge the EPA to first 
ensure that the levels used are based on the 
actual chemical appearing in the water in 
Fallon-pentavalent arsenic; and second, that 
the actual experience of the community and 
its existing health records not be discounted. 

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House of Representatives is considering the 
conference report on the Safe Drinking Water 
Amendments of 1986. I would like to include 
in the RECORD my heartiest congratulations 
and thanks to the entire conference commit
tee who worked so diligently in forming a very 
comprehensive reauthorization of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. 

Especially encouraging was the committee's 
actions concerning ground water. A great deal 
of evidence has surfaced in recent years indi
cating that contamination of our Nation's 
ground water supplies is increasing at a dan
gerous pace. When you consider the fact that 
about one half of all Americans depend on 
ground water for drinking water, we can begin 
to realize the potential magnitude of this prob
lem. Citizens of Long Island consider ground 
water to be one of our Nation's biggest envi
ronmental concerns, for we depend solely on 
underground aquifers for drinking water. 

The conference agreement has drawn 
praise from several environmental groups as 
well as many water supplier associations. The 
National Governors' Association and the 
Washington Post have also come out in sup
port of the bill. Protection of ground water is 
finally receiving the attention needed to pre
serve the adequate supply of safe drinking 
water. 

Again, I would like to laud all the conferees 
on a job well done. Those of us who rely on 
ground water were not forgotten. This is truly 

a measure that I, and surely an overwhelming 
number of my colleagues, can support. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no other requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report presently under con
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 

no further requests for time on this 
meritorious and excellent conference 
report, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. NIELSON of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
I object to the vote on the grounds 
that a quorum is not present and 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 382, nays 
21, not voting 30, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN) 
Bonior<MD 
Booker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Breaux 

[Roll No. 1201 

YEAS-382 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CA) 
Brown<CO> 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton<CA> 
Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Chappie 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Colllns 
Combest 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coughlin 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 

Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
DeLay 
Derrick 
De Wine 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan(ND) 
Dornan<CA> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Eckert<NY> 
Edwards <CA) 
Edwards <OK> 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IA) 
Evans <IL) 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Fish 
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Florio 
Foley 
Ford <MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frenzel 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Gallo 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Gregg 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall <OH> 
Hall, Ralph 
Hamilton 
Hartnett 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hendon 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hiler 
Hillis 
Hopkins 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
Jeffords 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<OK> 
Jones <TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kastenmeier 
Kemp 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kindness 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Latta 
Leath <TX> 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Lent 
Levin <MD 
Levine <CA> 
Lewis<CA> 
Lewis (F'L) 

Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Loeffler 
Long 
Lott 

Armey 
Cheney 
Craig 
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Lowery<CA> 
Lowry<WA> 
Luken 
Lundine 
Mack 
MacKay 
Madigan 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin <IL> 
Martin<NY> 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCain 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Mikulski 
Miller <CA> 
Miller <OH> 
Miller <WA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Moorhead 
Morrison < CT> 
Morrison <W A> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pashayan 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 

NAYS-21 

Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith<NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas <CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitehurst 
Whitley 
Whittaker 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Young<MO> 
Zschau 

Crane Hansen 
Dannemeyer Kramer 
Hammerschmidt Lungren 

Marlenee 
McCandless 
Monson 
Nielson 
Rudd 

Shumway 
Skeen 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Stallings 

Strang 
Stump 
Vucanovich 

NOT VOTING-30 
Ackerman 
Atkins 
Bereuter 
Courter 
Daub 
Dellums 
Edgar 
Fiedler 
Flippo 
Foglietta 

Franklin 
Grotberg 
Holt 
Horton 
Hunter 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lujan 
Mollohan 
Murtha 
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O 'Brien 
Pickle 
Robinson 
Scheuer 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Staggers 
Watkins 
Wilson 
Wortley 

Mr. STALLINGS changed his vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. SWINDALL changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4567 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 4567. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 974, 
PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY 
FOR MENTALLY ILL INDIVID
UALS ACT OF 1986 
Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call 

up the conference report on the 
Senate bill <S. 974) to provide for pro
tection and advocacy for mentally ill 
persons. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the conference report 
is considered as having been read. 

<For conference report and state
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
May 5, 1986.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
WAXMAN] will be recognized for 30 
minutes and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENTJ will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. WAXMAN]. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I call up the confer
ence report to accompany S. 97 4. 

This bill expands the charge of the 
protection and advocacy agencies that 
exist in all States to assist the develop
mentally disabled. Under this bill, 
these agencies will also protect men
tally ill persons in institutions from 
abuse and neglect. 

This bill first arose from a series of 
hearings held by the Senate Subcom
mittee on the Handicapped, document
ing serious injury and neglect of the 
mentally ill. The bill passed the 
Senate unanimously and passed the 
House earlier this year by a vote of 
290 to 84. 

In the conference, the House agreed 
to the Senate's lower funding levels 
over the 3 years of the bill. Unrelated 
matters in the Senate bill were re
moved. And, I am pleased to say, the 
Senate agreed to the provisions re
garding Alzheimer's disease family 
support groups, authored by my col
league from Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS]. 

I should also point out one change in 
language. The House bill provided for 
services to mentally ill persons in hos
pitals, nursing homes, community fa
cilities for the mentally ill, and board 
and care facilities, as well as for per
sons recently discharged from all 
these types of institutions. The Senate 
bill spoke only of residential facilities, 
without enumeration. Senate confer
ees were concerned that an enumera
tion of the types of facilities might be 
construed as prejudging the types of 
facilities in which abuse and neglect 
actually occur. The conference lan
guage, therefore, uses the phrase "fa
cility rendering care or treatment," 
and the Statement of the Managers 
makes very clear that the conferees 
intend for P&A agencies to work in 
and have access to the full range of 
such facilities that care for or treat 
mentally ill persons-including all hos
pitals (public and private, both general 
and psychiatric), nursing homes, com
munity facilities, board and care facili
ties, and other facilities that render 
care or treatment. It is also clear that 
the conferees do not intend for ques
tions of standing or jurisdiction to 
limit the effectiveness, range, or 
forums in which P&A agencies can 
work. 

The conference agreement also de
letes the Senate's provision that re
stricted the availability of services to 
only those people whose primary diag
nosis is mental illness. Since the pur
pose of the legislation is to provide ad
vocacy services for those persons who 
cannot advocate on their own behalf, 
it did not seem appropriate to provide 
a mentally ill person admitted with a 
broken hip with fewer services than a 
mentally ill person without such other 
problems. The goal is to prevent abuse 
and neglect of the mentally ill, wheth
er the mental illness is the first, 
second, or last reason that a person is 
receiving care or treatment. 

The spending authorized by this bill 
is included in the 1986 budget resolu
tion. Funding for the program is also 
included in the appropriations bill al
ready signed into law. We are also told 
that the administration does not 
oppose the passage of this bill. 
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The conference report retains the 

substance of the House-passed bill at a 
lower funding level without the unre
lated provisions of the Senate bill. It 
has strong bipartisan support in both 
Houses. 

I urge its passage. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 

join me and Congressman WAXMAN in 
supporting the conference agreement 
on S. 97 4, the Protection and Advoca
cy for Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 
1986. This legislation will assist States 
in the development of independent ad
vocacy systems for mentally ill individ
uals, residing in treatment facilities, 
who may be subject to abuse or ne
glect. 

S. 974 will designate State entities 
that currently provide protection and 
advocacy services for the developmen
tally disabled as eligible for grants 
under this program. These entities will 
be given access to facilities that treat 
mentally ill patients as well as the 
records of patients in those facilities 
in order to investigate incidents of ne
glect and abuse and to pursue adminis
trative, legal and other appropriate 
remedies to ensure the protection of 
these individuals. 

This legislation also gives the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services 
the authority to promote the estab
lishment of family support groups for 
Alzheimer's disease patients and to 
promote the development of a nation
al network to coordinate these activi
ties. S. 97 4 provides no new authoriza
tion of appropriations for this pro
gram. 

The conference agreement on S. 974 
authorizes $31.5 million for 3 fiscal 
years for this program. This repre
sents a reduction of $1.5 million from 
the House-passed bill. The conference 
agreement also specifies that protec
tion and advocacy systems exhaust all 
administrative remedies where appro
priate prior to pursuing legal action 
and not duplicate the actions of an in
dividual's guardian or representative 
unless such assistance is requested. 

As the cost of providing health care 
for the institutionalized mentally ill 
continues to rise, it is increasingly im
portant that the care and treatment of 
these individuals are appropriate. The 
enactment of this legislation should 
ensure that health-care facilities pro
vide adequate nutrition. care, and a 
safe environment for the mentally ill 
of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BILIRAK
rsl. 

Mr. BILffiAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to say just a few words today in 
support of the conference report on S. 
97 4, the Protection and Advocacy for 
Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 1986. 

As one of the two sponsors of this bill 
in the House, I want to impress upon 
all my colleagues the importance of 
passing this legislation-which ad
dresses assistance and protection for 
people who often cannot help or pro
tect themselves. 

The Protection and Advocacy for 
Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 1986, 
sponsored by Chairman WAXMAN and 
myself in the House and Mr. WEICKER 
in the Senate, is supported by the 
American Psychiatric Association, the 
American Psychological Association, 
the Association for Retarded Citizens, 
the National Alliance for the Mentally 
Ill, the National Mental Health Asso
ciation, the United Cerebal Palsy Asso
ciation, as well as a number of other 
professional patient and family organi
zations. Its primary purposes are two
fold. First, to assist States to establish 
and operate protection and advocacy 
systems for mentally ill persons and, 
second, to promote family support 
groups for Alzheimer's disease pa
tients and their families. 

We are all familiar, I am sure, with 
recent studies which have uncovered 
alarming statistics of significant abuse 
and neglect of the mentally ill in resi
dential facilities throughout the 
Nation. As a member of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee's Health 
and Environment Subcommittee, I 
have personally heard witnesses, some 
former patients themselves, attest 
their experience or familiarity with 
the abuse-physical, emotional, and 
sexual-and neglect of mentally ill 
persons in institutions and those re
cently discharged from institutions. 

P&A services already exist for the 
developmentally disabled. They have 
been a condition of a State's receipt of 
funds under the Developmental Dis
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights 
Act since 1975. This program has been 
widely accepted and used by disabled 
people, their families, and service pro
viders. It has also been well received 
by the States, the GAO, as well as by 
the Reagan administration. The con
ference report currently before us 
would provide modest increases in au
thorizations to expand the mandate of 
these existing protection and advocacy 
services for the mentally ill as well. 

As a fiscal conservative, no one rec
ognizes the constraints of our deficit 
situation more than I, nor more 
strongly feels that every appropriate 
and conceivable effort be made to 
reduce it. However, certain problems, 
especially those in the health area, 
transgress budgetary concerns and re
quire immediate attention and com
passion. This is especially true in the 
area of protection and advocacy serv
ices, for there is no doubt but they are 
needed in order to investigate and pre
vent further instances of abuse and 
neglect. 

The Protection and Advocacy for 
Mentally Ill Individuals Act of 1986 re-

quires States to certify, by the begin
ning of fiscal year 1987, that an advo
cacy program has been established in 
-order to continue to receive an alloca
tion from the Alcohol, Drug Abuse 
and Mental Health Administration 
<ADAMHA) block grant funds. Fund
ing for this program is already includ
ed in the Appropriations Act for this 
year that was signed by the President 
on December 12. Furthermore, the 
funding is within the approved budget 
ceiling for this function. I urge my col
leagues to support the protection and 
advocacy services of this legislation 
and thereby speak for those who are 
unable to speak or defend themselves 
from the abuse and mistreatment of 
others. 

The second purpose of the Protec
tion and Advocacy for Mentally Ill In
dividuals Act of 1986 is to promote the 
establishment of family support 
groups for victims of Alzheimer's dis
ease and their families. We all know 
about the horrors of Alzheimer's dis
ease and how it suddenly grips a 
normal and productive life and ravages 
it until there is neither personality, 
mentality, nor humanity left in its 
victim. Although there is currently 
little we can do to help victims of this 
deadly disease as it progresses, we can 
provide the necessary emotional hand 
to victims in the early stages and, es
pecially, to the families who are forced 
to watch a loved one literally deterio
rate in mind and spirit, through sup
port groups. 

I'm sure everyone will agree that 
recent Congresses have seen many 
showpiece initiatives addressing Alz
heimer's disease. Today. however, we 
will finally have the long-awaited op
portunity to do something to help the 
unfortunate victims of this debilitat
ing dementia. Support groups have al
ready proven successful and beneficial 
on the private level, as demonstrated 
by the pioneer work of the Alzhei
mer's Disease and Related Disorders 
Association [ADRDAl, because they 
offer the victim and his family the op
portunity to talk with others who are 
going through the same unfortunate 
experiences with Alzheimer's disease. 

The conference report currently 
before us calls upon the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services [HHSl to 
promote, subject to available appro
priations, the establishment of family 
support groups to provide, without 
charge, educational, emotional, and 
practical support to assist individuals 
with Alzheimer's disease or a related 
memory disorder and their family 
members. 

These support groups would primari
ly be established in university medical 
centers and community based pro
grams which already receive Federal 
funds and which conduct research on 
Alzheimer's disease or provide services 
for it. The legislation under consider-
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ation also calls upon the Secretary to 
promote the establishment of a na
tional network to coordinate these 
family support groups and to report to 
Congress, within 1 year after enact
ment of this provision, on the estab
lishment of the support groups and 
their network. 

In summation, then, the conference 
report before us provides mechanisms 
which will protect a vulnerable popu
lation of citizens against mistreat
ment. No one in our society should 
have to be subjected to any unethical 
or inhumane treatment, least of all pa
tients who are in mental health facili
ties to receive professional care and at
tention. The expansion of protection 
and advocacy services to cover the 
mentally ill, which this bill proposes, 
will help ensure against instances of 
abuse and neglect in the future. 

Second, this legislation contains pro
visions which will assist yet another 
vulnerable population-the 2.5 million 
victims of Alzheimer's disease and the 
family members who are often victim
ized as much as the patient himself. 
The support groups which this legisla
tion proposes will help this group of 
unfortunate victims come to grips with 
the reality of the disease with which 
they or their loved one has been af
flicted. Nothing can compare with the 
emotional trauma such people go 
through, and the support group will 
offer them the opportunity to share 
with others who have been there and 
understand while simultaneously of
fering them practical information and 
advice on the disease known as Alzhei
mer's. I hope all my colleagues will 
support passage of the conference 
report before us and thereby help 
both groups of vulnerable victims. 

0 1555 
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. McKINNEY]. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
for the purpose of engaging the distin
guished chairman of the subcommit
tee in a colloquy. 

This bill provides for protection and 
advocacy against abuse and neglect of 
mentally ill persons. Would the chair
man describe the scope of the word 
"neglect" in the bill as he sees it. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, the bill defines 
neglect as an act or omission which 
caused injury or put a person at risk of 
injury. 

It is our intent that this term in
clude such neglect as the failure to 
provide appropriate services-both in
patient and outpatient-as well as the 
failure to discharge inappropriately 
placed patients and the failure to 
inform discharged patients of avail
able resources. 

I know that the gentleman from 
Connecticut has been very concerned 
about the inappropriate placement 

and discharge of mentally ill persons, 
and I believe that this bill will do a 
great deal to stop the "dumping" of 
mental patients from hospitals with
out appropriate community resources. 

Mr. McKINNEY. I thank the distin
guished chairman. Since 1981, I have 
worked with mental health groups in 
trying to craft language that would 
prevent States from neglecting pa
tients by discharging them without 
providing any followup care. This bill 
will go a long way to provide what I 
call an "optimum therapeutic setting" 
for all patients and I commend the 
chairman on his fine work. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the pending conference report to 
accompany S. 97 4, the Protection and Advo
cacy for the Mentally Ill Act of 1986. Adoption 
of this conference report will be a significant 
step forward by Congress in recognizing the 
critical need we have to ensure that our men
tally ill are provided with basic rights and the 
ability to advocate for those rights. 

This legislation is the product of some ex
cellent work on the part of the House and 
Senate. It will help States establish protection 
and advocacy systems for mentally ill per
sons. It authorizes $1 0 million in fiscal year 
1986 and $10.5 million for fiscal year 1987 
and $11 million in fiscal year 1988 for these 
important programs. It is vital that these pro
grams are established so we are not allowing 
those mentally ill persons to be left vulnerable 
victims of abuse and neglect. 

I am especially pleased that the final con
ference agreement retains an amendment I 
sponsored to the House passed bill dealing 
with the new language establishing family sup
port groups for those families of victims of 
Alzheimer's disease. Under my amendment, 
those programs eligible to participate would 
be expanded to specifically include "communi
ty-based programs which receive funds from 
the Administration on Aging." 

I offered this amendment as a means of 
both recognizing and assisting the work that is 
already underway in States and localities with 
respect to family support groups for Alzhei
mer's victims. A number of the newest ones 
are being funded by the Older Americans Act 
which is run by the Administration on Aging. 
This is largely due to the provisions of lan
guage which I authored, together with my dis
tinguished colleague from Maine, OLYMPIA 
SNOWE, to the 1984 Older Americans Act. 

Under our language, a priority in the use of 
funds under title 111-B supportive services 
would be provided to those programs provid
ing support services for families of Alzheimer's 
disease victims. Now, almost 2 years later, 
these programs have been established by 
some of the more than 50 State agencies on 
aging and 660 area agencies on aging that 
administer the Older Americans Act at the 
local level. By including them among pro
grams eligible for support under title II of this 
bill, we complement their efforts. 

One such community-based program that I 
know does exist is in my home city of New 
York. The New York City Alzheimer's Re
source Center was established in March 1984. 
It is the first municipally sponsored, compre
hensive information, referral, and counseling 

service in the Nation. It is operated and 
funded with both public and private funds. It is 
operated under the auspices of the New York 
City Department for the Aging which is an 
area agency on aging funded by the Older 
Americans Act. The resource center has as its 
main goal to link Alzheimer's patients, their 
families and the service community at large 
with appropriate programs and services in 
New York City that can assist those whose 
lives are affected by Alzheimer's disease. 
Among its services are guidance to families 
and caregivers on entitlement programs, resi
dential and institutional placement, alternate 
housing arrangements, home care services 
and conducts seminars, including an annual 
citywide conference that I have been proud to 
participate in during the past 3 years. 

The fact is-it is imperative that we adopt 
this legislation to allow for the establishment 
of these family support groups. Alzheimer's 
disease today affects more than 2.5 million 
persons. There are the actual victims of the 
disease. Yet, there are millions of other Ameri
cans who are ravaged by the disease, the 
families and loved ones of these victims. Both 
groups are victims and deserve our compas
sion and our support. We give them both with 
the adoption of this bill. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, the previous question is 
ordered on the conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
The question was taken, and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 383, nays 
21, not voting 29, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badham 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bates 
Bedell 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 

[Roll No. 1211 
YEAS-383 

Biaggi 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MD 
Bonker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boulter 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown<CO) 
Broyhill 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Burton <CA) 

Burton <IN> 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Chappell 
Chapple 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <MO> 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Combest 
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Conte Ireland 
Conyers Jacobs 
Cooper Jeffords 
Coughlin Jenkins 
Courter Johnson 
Coyne Jones <NC> 
Crockett Jones <OK> 
Daniel Jones <TN> 
Darden Kanjorski 
Daschle Kaptur 
Davis Kasich 
de la Garza Kastenmeier 
DeLay Kemp 
Derrick Kennelly 
DeWine Kildee 
Dickinson Kindness 
Dicks Kleczka 
Dingell Kolbe 
DioGuardi Kolter 
Dixon Kostmayer 
Donnelly LaFalce 
Dorgan <ND> Lagomarsino 
Dornan <CA> Latta 
Dowdy Leath <TX> 
Downey Lehman <CA> 
Duncan Lehman <FL> 
Durbin Leland 
Dwyer Lent 
Dymally Levin <MD 
Dyson Levine <CA> 
Early Lewis <CA> 
Eckart <OH> Lewis <FL> 
Edwards <CA> Lightfoot 
Edwards <OK> Lipinski 
Emerson Lloyd 
English Loeffler 
Erdreich Long 
Evans <IA> Lott 
Evans <IL> Lowery <CA> 
Fascell Lowry <WA> 
Fawell Luken 
Fazio Lundine 
Feighan Mack 
Fish MacKay 
Florio Madigan 
Foley Manton 
Ford <MD Markey 
Fowler Martin <IL> 
Frank Martin <NY> 
Frenzel Martinez 
Frost Matsui 
Fuqua Mavroules 
Gallo Mazzoli 
Garcia McCain 
Gaydos McCloskey 
Gejdenson McCollum 
Gekas McCurdy 
Gephardt McDade 
Gibbons McEwen 
Gilman McGrath 
Gingrich McHugh 
Glickman McKernan 
Gonzalez McKinney 
Goodling McMillan 
Gordon Meyers 
Gradison Mica 
Gray <IL> Michel 
Gray <PA> Mikulski 
Green Miller <OH> 
Gregg Miller <WA> 
Guarini Mineta 
Gunderson Mitchell 
Hall <OH> Moakley 
Hall, Ralph Molinari 
Hamilton Montgomery 
Hammerschmidt Moody 
Hartnett Moore 
Hatcher Morrison <CT> 
Hawkins Morrison <W A> 
Hayes Mrazek 
Hefner Murphy 
Heftel Myers 
Henry Natcher 
Hertel Neal 
Hiler Nelson 
Hillis Nichols 
Hopkins Nowak 
Horton Oakar 
Howard Oberstar 
Hoyer Obey 
Hubbard Olin 
Huckaby Ortiz 
Hughes Owens 
Hunter Panetta 
Hutto Parris 
Hyde Pashayan 
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Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Petri 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Rahal! 
Rangel 
Ray 
Regula 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rodino 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Rudd 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schneider 
Schroeder 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Siljander 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith <NE> 
Smith <NJ> 
Smith, Denny 

<OR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 
Snowe 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stallings 
Stangeland 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strang 
Stratton 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swift 
Swindall 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauke 
Tauzin 
Taylor 
Thomas <CA> 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 

Valentine 
VanderJagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walgren 
Walker 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weber 

Archer 
Armey 
Cheney 
Craig 
Crane 
Dannemeyer 
Dreier 

Ackerman 
Atkins 
Bereuter 
Brown <CA> 
Daub 
Dellums 
Edgar 
Fiedler 
Flippo 
Foglietta 

Weiss Wortley 
Wheat Wright 
Whitehurst Wyden 
Whitley Wylie 
Whittaker Yates 
Whitten Yatron 
Williams Young<AK> 
Wirth Young <FL> 
Wise Young<MO> 
Wolf Zschau 
Wolpe 

NAYS-21 
Eckert <NY> McCandless 
Fields Monson 
Hansen Moorhead 
Kramer Nielson 
Livingston Oxley 
Lungren Packard 
Marlenee Shumway 

NOT VOTING-29 
Ford<TN> 
Franklin 
Grot berg 
Hendon 
Holt 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lujan 
Miller (CA) 
Mollohan 

D 1615 

Murtha 
O'Brien 
Robinson 
Scheuer 
Sharp 
Shuster 
Staggers 
Watkins 
Wilson 

Mr. ECKERT of New York changed 
his vote from "yea" to "nay." 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was an
nounced as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks on the conference report just 
approved. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION 337, CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET FOR THE U.S. GOV
ERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1987, 1988, AND 1989 

Mr. WHEAT, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged 
report <Rept. No. 99-600) on the reso
lution <H. Res. 455) providing for con
sideration of the concurrent resolution 
<H. Con. Res. 337) setting forth the 
congressional budget for the U.S. Gov
ernment for fiscal years 1987, 1988, 
and 1989, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBERS "TO 
SUBMIT SUBSTITUTES FOR 
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 337, CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET FOR THE U.S. GOV
ERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1987, 1988, and 1989 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that Members 
have until midnight tonight to submit 
their substitutes to the budget resolu
tion for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. This request has been cleared 
with the minority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE 
ON RULES TO FILE REPORT 
ON HOUSE CONCURRENT RES
OLUTION 337, CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET FOR THE U.S. GOV
ERNMENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 
1987, 1988, AND 1989 
Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Rules may have until midnight 
tonight to file its report to accompany 
House Concurrent Resolution 337. 
This request has been cleared with the 
minority. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING 
ATION OF 
ACT OF 1985 

FOR 
H.R. 

CONSIDER
!, HOUSING 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 450 and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 450 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, 
pursuant to clause l<b) of rule XXIII, de
clare the House resolved into the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill <H.R. 
1> to amend and extend certain laws relat
ing to housing, and for other purposes, and 
the first reading of the bill shall be dis
pensed with. All points of order against the 
consideration of the bill for failure to 
comply with section 402<a> of the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974, as amended 
<Public Law 93-344, as amended by Public 
Law 99-177> are hereby waived. After gener
al debate, which shall be confined to the bill 
and shall continue not to exceed two hours, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs, the bill shall be considered 
for amendment under the five-minute rule. 
In lieu of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs now 
printed in the bill, it shall be in order to 
consider an amendment in the nature of a 
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substitute consisting of the text of the bill 
H.R. 4746 as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the five-minute rule, 
said substitute shall be considered for 
amendment by titles instead of by sections, 
and each title shall be considered as having 
been read. All points of order against said 
substitute for failure to comply with the 
provisions of sections 302(c), 302(f}, 31l<a>, 
and 402<a> of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 197 4, as amended, and with the provisions 
of clause 5(a) of rule XXI, are hereby 
waived. It shall be in order to consider an 
amendment printed in the Congressional 
Record of May 7, 1986, by, and if offered by, 
Representative Burton of California to the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
made in order as original text for the pur
pose of amendment by this resolution and 
all points of order against said amendment 
for failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 7 of rule XVI are hereby waived. It 
shall be in order to consider an amendment 
to the amendment in the nature of a substi
tute made in order as original text for the 
purpose of amendment by this resolution 
printed in the Congressional Record of May 
7, 1986, by, and if offered by, Representative 
Kolbe of Arizona, and said amendment shall 
be considered en bloc despite the fact that it 
amends a title of the bill not yet considered 
for amendment, and said amendment shall 
not be subject to a demand for a division of 
the question in the House or in the Commit
tee of the Whole. It shall be in order to con
sider an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, if offered by Representative Wylie 
of Ohio, consisting of the text of the bill 
H.R. 4757, and said amendment shall be 
considered as having been read. All points of 
order against said amendment for failure to 
comply with the provisions of section 402(a) 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended, and with the provisions of clause 
5(a) of rule XXI, are hereby waived. It shall 
be in order to consider an amendment print
ed in the Congressional Record of May 7, 
1986, by, and if offered by, Representative 
Burton of California to the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by Repre
sentative Wylie made in order by this reso
lution and all points of order against said 
amendment for failure to comply with the 
provisions of clause 7 of rule XVI are 
hereby waived. At the conclusion of the con
sideration of the bill for amendment, the 
Committee shall rise and report the bill to 
the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and any Member may 
demand a separate vote in the House on any 
amendment adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or to the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute made in order 
as orginal text by this resolution. The previ
ous question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. WHEAT] 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purposes of debate only, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. TAYLOR], pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 450 
is an open rule providing for consider
ation of H.R. 1, the Housing Act of 
1985. The resolution provides for 2 
hours of general debate to be divided 

equally between the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. The rule makes in order the 
text of H.R. 4746 as an original bill for 
the purpose of amendment and pro
vides that the bill shall be considered 
for amendment by title instead of by 
section and that each title shall be 
considered as having been read. 

All points of order against the sub
stitute for failing to comply with sec
tions 302<c>. 302<0, 311<a> and 402<a> 
of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as amended, and with the provi
sions of clause 5(a) of rule XXI, are 
waived. 

Section 302(c) of the Budget Act 
prohibits consideration of a commit
tee's legislation providing new budget 
authority, new spending authority or 
new credit authority until the commit
tee has filed a report which complies 
with section 302(b) of the act. Since 
the Banking Committee has not yet 
filed its section 302(b) report, a waiver 
of section 302<c> is necessary. 

The rule also waives section 302(f) of 
the Congressional Budget Act. Section 
302<0 prohibits consideration of legis
lation providing discretionary new 
budget authority, new entitlement au
thority or new credit authority in 
excess of the committee's 302(b) allo
cation of such authority. 

The Banking Committee has already 
exceeded its appropriate allocation for 
fiscal year 1986. Therefore, the new 
spending authority provided for in the 
substitute further breaches the com
mittee's 302(b) allocation and a waiver 
of section 302<0 is needed. 

Section 311{a) of the Budget Act is 
waived as well. Section 311(a) prohib
its consideration of any measure 
which increases spending in a final 
year in excess of the ceilings set forth 
in the budget resolution. This legisla
tion creates new spending in fiscal 
year 1986 by foregoing receipts from 
the sale of an urban renewal project 
and by foregoing the interest on funds 
advanced to a local housing authority. 
Therefore, the measure increases out
lays for fiscal year 1986 and a waiver 
of section 31l(a) of the Budget Act is 
needed. 

The rule provides for one other 
Budget Act waiver-a waiver of section 
402(a). Section 402(a) prohibits consid
eration of any legislation providing 
new credit authority which is not lim
ited to amouts provided for in appro
priation acts. The measure extends 
the Federal Housing Administration 
Mortgage Insurance Programs and 
Flood and Crime Insurance Programs 
through the end of fiscal year 1987. 
Since the programs are not subject to 
advance appropriations, the legislation 
violates section 402(a) of the Budget 
Act and a waiver is needed. 

Points of order against the substi
tute for failing to comply with clause 
5(a) of rule XXI are also waived. 

Clause 5(a) of rule XXI prohibits ap
propriations in an authorization bill. 
Since, the substitute made in order as 
original text, provides that previously 
appropriated funds be used for other 
purposes, a waiver of clause 5(a) rule 
XXI is needed. 

An amendment, by and if offered by 
Representative BuRTON of California, 
is made in order by the rule. All points 
of order against the amendment for 
failing to comply with clause 7, rule 
XVI, that is the rule which prohibits 
consideration of nongermane amend
ments, are waived. 

The rule provides that an amend
ment printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD on May 7, to be offered by 
Representative KoLBE of Arizona, be 
considered en bloc notwithstanding 
the fact that the amendment will 
amend provisions of the bill not yet 
read for amendment. 

The rule also makes in order an 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute to be offered by Representative 
WYLIE, which consists of the text of 
H.R. 4757. All points of order against 
the substitute for failing to comply 
with section 402(a) of the Budget Act 
are waived. Also waived are points of 
order which may be raised against the 
bill for failing to comply with clause 
5(a), rule XXI. 

The amendment offered by Repre
sentative BURTON of California to the 
substitute made in order as original 
text, is also in order to the Wylie 
amendment. Again, a waiver of clause 
7, rule XVI is granted. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule pro
vides for one motion to recommit, with 
or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee is 
generally reluctant to grant this 
number of Budget Act waivers. Howev
er, in this instance, the waivers were 
judged necessary in order that the 
House may consider legislation which 
is vital to so many of this country's 
citizens. 

This measure reauthorizes the Fed
eral Housing Administration mortgage 
insurance program, Farmers Home Ad
ministration rural housing programs, 
flood and crime insurance and lower 
income housing assistance programs. 
It also establishes new programs and 
modifies existing ones. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule enjoys the 
support of Members from both sides 
of the aisle. I urge that we adopt the 
rule so that we may proceed to consid
eration of this measure. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 450 
is an open rule under which the House 
will consider legislation authorizing 
extension of several housing and com
munity development insurance pro
grams through the end of 1987. 

The rule makes H.R. 4746, a bill in
troduced by the gentleman from 
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Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] and the gentle
man from Connecticut [Mr. McKIN
NEY], in order as an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute to H.R. 1. 

The Gonzalez substitute, H.R. 4746, 
is to be considered as an original bill, 
for the purpose of germane amend
ments under the 5-minute rule. 

The rule also makes H.R. 4757, a bill 
introduced by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BARTLETT], as a sub
stitute for the Gonzalez amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, the rule contains seven 
waivers of the Budget Act. Section 
402(a) is waived against consideration 
of the bill, the Gonzalez substitute 
and the Wylie substitute. 

Section 402(a) of the Budget Act 
prohibits floor consideration of bills 
providing new credit authority, when 
the new credit authority is not limited 
to amounts provided in advance in ap
propriation acts. 

The reported bill, as well as both of 
the substitutes, extend the Federal 
Housing Administration mortgage in
surance and the flood insurance pro
grams through the end of fiscal year 
1987. Since these programs are not 
subject to advance appropriations, the 
legislation would be subject to a point 
of order under section 402(a). 

Mr. Speaker, ·the other provisions of 
the Budget Act that are waived in this 
rule are waived against consideration 
of the Gonzalez substitute, and have 
been explained in some detail by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
WHEAT]. 

As the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. WHEAT] pointed out, the Gonza
lez substitute provides additional 
spending with budget outlays in the 
current fiscal year. Since the budget 
ceiling for 1986 outlays has already 
been breached, any legislation provid
ing additional outlays would be sub
ject to a point of order. 

The substitute to be offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] 
does not provide additional budget au
thority or outlays for fiscal 1986. As a 
matter of fact, the Wylie substitute re
duces fiscal 1986 outlays by $104 mil
lion. 

Members who are interested in stay
ing within the current budget for 
housing programs should know that 
the Wylie substitute does, and the 
other one doesn't. In order to consider 
the Wylie substitute, however, it is 
necessary to waive the Budget Act 
against the Gonzalez substitute. 

Mr. Speaker, the House bill will be 
presented with two very clear and dis
tinct choices under this rule. 

The substitute to be offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] 
does not contain specific authorization 
limits for fiscal 1987. The substitute 
authorizes such sums as may be appro
priated, and says that spending for all 
the major housing and community de-

velopment programs will be held to 
the 1987 budget limitations. 

This is highly unusual, since we 
have yet to consider the 1987 budget 
resolution, let alone reach a final 
agreement on the 1987 budget. 

The Congressional Budget Office es
timate of the authorization level of 
H.R. 4746 in 1987 is $15.2 billion, and 
is based upon the current appropria
tions level adjusted for inflation, the 
so-called CBO baseline. 

Mr. Speaker, the substitute to be of
fered by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. WYLIE] does set specific authori
zation limits, does reduce the costs of 
many of these programs and does 
present the House with a responsible 
way to legislate. 

The Congressional Budget Office es
timate of the authorization level of 
H.R. 4757, the Wylie substitute, is $8.7 
billion. This estimate is based upon 
specific amount contained in the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, there are several other 
important differences between the two 
substitutes, one of which is a new pro
gram of grants to establish fair hous
ing testing. The Gonzalez version is an 
open-ended authorization for testing 
of realtors, with no standards as to 
how these tests are to be conducted. 

The Wylie substitute does not con
tain the testing program, but Members 
should expect a floor amendment to 
the Wylie substitute legislating an 
agreement reached this week between 
the National Association of Realtors 
and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. 

0 1630 
Mr. Speaker, I have at this point a 

few requests for time, and I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BARTLETT], a member of the com
mittee. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I will say that I will not 
actively oppose the rule out of grati
tude and appreciation for Chairman 
GoNZALEZ, the chairman of the sub
committee, for including the compre
hensive grant major reform that was 
originally included in H.R. 1 in his 
substitute. 

That comprehensive grant is a major 
initiative that has been long in coming 
that would deregulate and provide for 
reliable funding of the modernization 
and repair of public housing. However, 
I would bring to the attention of the 
House that there is a considerable 
problem and difficulty with the rule 
that was granted by the Committee on 
Rules not necessarily at the request of 
Chairman GoNZALEZ. 

The rule has been described as an 
open rule. I think it would be more ac
curate to describe this rule as a semi
open rule, and let me bring to the at
tention of the House this error and 
this fact. 

The rule, as my colleagues have 
heard, waives clause 5, rule XXI of the 
Budget Act for both substitutes to the 
bill, but a key amendment which I had 
planned to offer and talked with the 
Committee on Rules about, an amend
ment that would transfer all of the 
funding that is provided for new con
struction of public housing into mod
ernization and repair, was not made in 
order; that is, the rule was not waived 
for that amendment. 

I think that is a mistake. I would 
comment that that amendment has 
considerable bipartisan support, and 
on the Committee on Rules itself, the 
vote not to grant that waiver was a 5-
to-4 vote, with two Members of the 
other party voting in favor of that 
waiver. It is a bipartisan effort. 

The good news that I would bring to 
the attention of the House is that I 
have redrafted the amendment in a 
way that is clumsier but in a way that 
allows the House to vote on the heart 
of the issue, and the heart of the issue 
is this in housing: It is time, it is past 
time, for the U.S. Congress to begin al
locating a higher priority for repair 
and modernization and rehabilitation 
of existing units of public housing 
rather than to increase authorizations 
and appropriations for the construc
tion of new units. 

The amendment that I will be offer
ing, entitled "The Repair and Modern
ization Funding Amendment," will do 
two things. First, it would restrict the 
HUD Secretary's authority to obligate 
new construction funding to only one 
of three cases: One, for the completion 
of units obligated in prior years; two, 
when the public housing authority 
itself certifies that 90 percent of its 
units are up to standard or they have 
been funded to be brought up to 
standard, a public housing authority 
under this amendment would not be 
given more money to build new units 
until they repair the ones they have; 
and third, to replace those units lost 
through demolition and disposition. 

Thus, by adopting this amendment, 
which I believe the Congress will, the 
Congress is setting as a priority in the 
appropriations process that appropria
tions that are not required for new 
construction would be appropriated 
for repair and modernization. 

Second, this amendment would, for 
fiscal year 1986, which we are in the 
middle of, increase the authorization 
level for repair and modernization by 
$860 million, and that is the amount 
that is appropriated but as yet unobli
gated by HUD. So, in essence, we are 
setting up a mechanism where the 
$860 million can be added to modern
ization and repair, and that doubles 
the amount this Congress would be 
spending for modernization and repair 
and sets, for the first time, the priori
ty of modernization of existing units 
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of public housing over the priority of 
new construction. 

Data that I have received today 
from HUD would tell us this, prelimi
nary data from the ABT study: That 
there are over 459,000 units of public 
housing in this country that are sub
standard and need repair in excess of 
$5,000 per unit. That tells us that 36 
percent of all the units of public hous
ing in this country are in substantial 
need of repair. 

The fastest, the least costly, the 
most efficient and the most compas
sionate way to increase standard units, 
decent, safe, and sanitary public hous
ing units in this country is to add 
money to repair and modernization, 
and that goes to the heart of the issue. 

I will also be offering a second 
amendment which is fully germane 
which would be in the form of a new 
title. Many of the sections of this new 
title were adopted, interestingly 
enough, by the Banking Committee 
and by the Housing Subcommittee, 
but have been left out of the draft of 
the substitute by Chairman GoNZALEZ 
and the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. McKINNEY]. 

This new title, entitled "Liveability 
and Employment Opportunites," 
would provide some key reforms that 
are long overdue that would add to the 
livability, to the living standards, to 
the quality of life and to the employ
ment opportunities of tenants who are 
living in public housing. 

I am putting both of these amend
ments on the record today, and I com
mend them to the attention of the 
House on a bipartisan basis when the 
bill is brought up for amendment. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask anyone 
who thinks that Congress is really se
rious about maintaining a posture 
under the Budget Act to take a look at 
this rule. 

This rule is an atrocity. This rule 
waives every major provision of the 
Budget Act that attempts to get a 
handle on spending. 

For example, this rule waives the 
part of the Budget Act that stands 
against new credit authority beyond 
that provided in appropriations. In 
other words, what this rule says is go 
ahead and allow credit authority 
beyond that which has the money al
ready appropriated. 

This rule waives the part of the 
Budget Act that prohibits consider
ation of a measure where the commit
tee is supposed to have submitted re
ports. So, in other words, what this 
rule says is that despite the fact that 
the committee did not submit the 
proper reports, we ought to go ahead 
and spend the money anyhow. 

This rule waives the part of the 
Budget Act prohibiting consideration 
of a measure where the budget 
amounts assigned to a particular sub
committee would be exceeded. In 
other words, we already know that the 
subcommittee has already exceeded its 
limits for fiscal year 1986. This par
ticular rule would say that does not 
matter; go ahead and consider the 
measure anyway. 

So, in fact, it waives the Budget Act 
above and beyond that which we have 
already spent in this fiscal year. 

It also waives the Budget Act in that 
section which prohibits new budget 
authority or outlays being exceeded or 
the revenue floor being breached. 
That is the main protection we have in 
the entire Budget Act. That is the pro
tection that says that we are not sup
posed to bring measures to the floor 
that are over and above the budget, 
and this particular rule waives that 
part of the Budget Act. 

So, in fact, this is really a major 
Budget Act violation we have before 
us. 

Then, in addition to that, it waives 
the House rules as well, and the par
ticular part of the House rules that it 
waives prohibits appropriations in an 
authorization bill. 

So what we do in this rule is waive 
the entire Budget Act, and then we go 
ahead and say spend the money. We 
do not even have to go to the Commit
tee on Appropriations. Go ahead and 
spend the money under this authoriza
tion bill. 

That is the rule that is before us. 
What kind of money are we talking 
about? The administration says that 
the $96 billion represented by this bill 
is $35 billion over the President's 
budget over a 5-year period. This is a 
$35 billion budget buster that is being 
approved by approving this rule. 
Anyone who votes for this rule is 
voting to bust the budget; make no 
mistake about it. They are not voting 
for mere technical Budget Act viola
tions; they are voting for the biggest, 
baddest, budget-busting rule of this 
legislative year. 

D 1640 
Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
suggest that that does not necessarily 
apply to the substitute which I will 
offer. 

Mr. WALKER. I would say to the 
gentleman, if he would allow me, his 
substitute, in fact, gets around many 
of the problems that are attempted to 
be alleviated by this rule in the com
mittee-passed bill, but the problem is, 
in improving the rule that allows the 
gentleman's substitute, we also have to 
approve the budget-busting. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I would 
point out that in the area of waiving 
the Budget Act, for instance, there is 
only one application to my rule and 
that would be in the area of the FHA 
credit limit which we just extended up 
until June 6 a little while ago, and 
which we have to do, but we would not 
be in this position if we had a Budget 
Act. 

It was only in that one regard where 
we waived the Budget Act in ours. We 
do not waive any germaneness rule in 
our particular substitute. 

I just thought that the record 
should be cleared up in that regard. 

Mr. WALKER. The gentleman is 
correct. I simply want to point out to 
the House that the complaints are 
with the bill as brought to the floor by 
the committee, and it is that particu
lar bill that is the problem in terms of 
the Budget Act. I maintain, again, this 
is the single biggest, baddest budget
busting rule that we have had before 
us in this legislative year. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. WHEAT. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
requests for time. While the Rules 
Committee is generally reluctant to 
grant this number of waivers, in this 
instance, the waivers were judged nec
essary in order that the House might 
consider legislation which is vital to 
many of this country's citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic 
device, and there were-yeas 257, nays 
149, not voting 27, as follows: 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Barnard 
Barnes 
Bartlett 
Bates 
Bedell 
Bellenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Boehlert 

[Roll No. 1221 

YEAS-257 
Boggs 
Boland 
Boner<TN> 
Bonior <MI> 
Booker 
Borski 
Bosco 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brown <CA> 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 

Chappell 
Clay 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coelho 
Coleman <TX> 
Collins 
Conte 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coyne 
Crockett 
Daniel 
Darden 
Daschle 
Davis 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
Dicks 
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Dingell 
DioGuardi 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dorgan<ND> 
Dowdy 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Dyson 
Early 
Eckart <OH> 
Edwards <CA) 
English 
Erdreich 
Evans <IL> 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flippo 
Florio 
Foglietta 
Foley 
Ford<MI> 
Ford <TN> 
Fowler 
Frank 
Frost 
Fuqua 
Garcia 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray <IL> 
Gray <PA> 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall <OH> 
Hamilton 
Hatcher 
Hawkins 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Heftel 
Hertel 
Horton 
Howard 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Jenkins 
Johnson 
Jones <NC> 
Jones<TN> 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kastenmeier 

Archer 
Armey 
Badham 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boulter 
Broomfield 
Brown <CO> 
Broyhill 
Burton <IN> 
Callahan 
Campbell 
Carney 
Chandler 
Chappie 
Cheney 
Coats 
Cobey 
Coleman <MO> 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Courter 
Craig 

Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lehman<CA> 
Lehman<FL> 
Leland 
Levin <MI> 
Levine <CA> 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowry<WA> 
Lundine 
MacKay 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McHugh 
McKernan 
McKinney 
McMillan 
Mica 
Mikulski 
Miller<CA> 
Min eta 
Mitchell 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moore 
Morrison <CT> 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nelson 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Panetta 
Parris 
Pease 
Penny 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pickle 
Price 
Quillen 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reid 
Richardson 
Ridge 

NAYS-149 

Rinaldo 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland <CT> 
Rowland <GA> 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Savage 
Schneider 
Schumer 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shelby 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith <FL> 
Smith <IA> 
Smith<NJ> 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
StGermain 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tauzin 
Thomas<GA> 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Udall 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walgren 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitley 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wirth 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wortley 
Wright 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young<MO> 

Crane Henry 
Dannemeyer Hiler 
DeLay Hillis 
DeWine Hopkins 
Dickinson Hutto 
Dornan <CA> Hyde 
Dreier Ireland 
Eckert <NY> Jacobs 
Edwards <OK> Jeffords 
Emerson Jones <OK> 
Evans <IA> Kasich 
Fawell Kemp 
Fields Kindness 
Frenzel Kolbe 
Gallo Kramer 
Gekas Lagomarsino 
Gingrich Latta 
Goodling Leath <TX> 
Gradison Lent 
Gregg Lewis <CA> 
Gunderson Lewis <FL> 
Hall, Ralph Lightfoot 
Hammerschmidt Livingston 
Hansen Lloyd 
Hartnett Loeffler 
Hendon Lott 

Lowery <CA> 
Lungren 
Mack 
Madigan 
Marlenee 
Martin <IL> 
Martin <NY> 
McCain 
McCollum 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller <OH> 
Miller <WA> 
Monson 
Moorhead 
Morrison <W A> 
Myers 
Nielson 
Olin 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pashayan 
Petri 

Porter 
Pursell 
Regula 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rudd 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schuette 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shumway 
Siljander 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith <NE> 
Smith, Denny 

COR> 
Smith, Robert 

<NH> 
Smith, Robert 

<OR> 

Snyder 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stangeland 
Stenholm 
Strang 
Stratton 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Sweeney 
Swindall 
Tauke 
Taylor 
Thomas<CA> 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Weber 
Whitehurst 
WWttaker 
Wolf 
Young<AK> 
Young<FL> 
Zschau 

NOT VOTING-27 
Ackerman 
Annunzio 
Atkins 
Bereuter 
Burton <CA> 
Daub 
Dellums 
Edgar 
Fiedler 

Franklin 
Grot berg 
Holt 
Lantos 
Leach <IA> 
Lujan 
Luken 
Mollohan 
Murtha 

0 1700 

Nichols 
O'Brien 
Robinson 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Shuster 
Staggers 
Watkins 
Wilson 

Mr. SAXTON changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. HUNTER changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was an

nounced as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE 
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to announce that pursu
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker 
signed the following enrolled bill on 
Monday, May 12, 1986: 

S. 2308. An act to authorize the President 
of the United States to award congressional 
gold medals to Naton <Anatoly) and Avital 
Shcharansky in recognition of their dedica
tion to human rights, and to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to sell bronze du
plicates of those medals. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE WEEK, 1986 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution <S.J. 
Res. 251) to designate the week of May 
11, 1986, through May 17, 1986, as 
"National Science Week, 1986," and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I do not object, 
but I simply would like to inform the 

House that the minority has no objec
tion to the legislation now being con
sidered. 

Mr. Speaker, under my reservation 
of objection I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GARCIA]. 

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Utah for yielding 
to me. This resolution was introduced 
in the House by our colleague from 
Florida [Mr. FuQUA] who is also chair
man of the Committee on Science and 
Technology. And I would like every
body to know that we believe it is im
portant to build and maintain a highly 
dedicated, motivated work force with 
scientific and technological skills. And 
we believe that as leaders in that area, 
that this resolution is appropriate, and 
we congratulate our colleague from 
Florida [Mr. FuQUA] for the resolu
tion. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint res

olution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 251 

Whereas science and technology are con
sidered to be critical in the long-term, eco
nomic development and international com
petitiveness of the Nation; 

Whereas the rate of scientific discovery 
and the application of high technologies 
have an immediate and profound impact on 
the quality of life; 

Whereas the scientific and technological 
leadership of the Nation continues to be 
challenged on an increasing basis from 
members of the international community; 

Whereas it is vital to build and maintain a 
highly dedicated and motivated workforce 
with scientific and technological skills; 

Whereas it is important that scientific re
search be made more interesting and acces
sible to youth as a potential career option; 

Whereas in order to take advantage of the 
opportunities and meet the challenges, the 
Nation must provide all citizens, particular
ly young people, with a quality educational 
experience in science and technology; 

Whereas it is the national interest to stim
ulate and encourage the most talented and 
promising students to pursue careers in sci
ence and technology; and 

Whereas schools, universities, museums, 
the media, and professional, educational, 
and voluntary organizations, together with 
industry, labor, government, and private 
citizens, should be encouraged to work coop
eratively to develop programs, events, and 
materials that will contribute to an in
creased public awareness of the importance 
of science and technology to the well-being 
and long-term prosperity of the Nation: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the week of 
May 11, 1986, through May 17, 1986, is des
ignated as "National Science Week, 1986" 
and the President is authorized and request
ed to issue a proclamation calling upon the 
people of the United States to observe the 
week, with appropriate conferences, pro
grams, ceremonies, and activities, including 
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programs designated to further the aware
ness of all citizens, particularly the youth of 
the Nation, of the importance of science and 
technology. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

HOUSING ACT OF 1985 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 450 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House 
in the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the bill, H.R. 1. 

0 1705 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 1) to amend and extend certain 
laws relating to housing, and for other 
purposes, with Mr. AuCoiN in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the first reading of the bill is dis
pensed with. 

Under the rules, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] will be recog
nized for 1 hour, and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] will be recog
nized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ]. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, our 
leadoff speaker will be the very distin
guished chairman of the full commit
tee, who is, above being the chairman 
of the full committee, the ranking 
member of the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Community Development 
of the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, of which subcom
mittee he has been a member since the 
beginning. 

Mr. Chairman, it is quite a privilege 
for me at this monent to yield such 
time as he may consume to our chair
man, the gentleman from Rhode 
Island [Mr. STGERMAIN]. 

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1, the Housing 
authorization bill, and strongly en
dorse the compromise substitute con
tained in H.R. 4746 and worked out by 
our distinguished chairman of the 
Housing Subcommittee, my colleague 
from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ], and the 

distinguished ranking minority 
member of the Housing Subcommit
tee, my colleague from Connecticut 
[Mr. McKINNEY]. It has been 3 years 
since we have been able to bring a 
housing bill to the floor of the House, 
so I commend the tenacity of the 
chairman of the Housing Subcommit
tee and my Democratic and Republi
can colleagues on the Banking Com
mittee have pressed hard and worked 
together so that important housing 
and community development issues 
may be considered by the House in the 
authorization process rather than 
being decided upon in budget resolu
tions and appropriations acts. 

The substitute amendment offered 
to H.R. 1 reauthorizes our federally as
sisted housing program through to the 
end of fiscal year 1987; reauthorizes 
the community development block 
grant and the urban development 
action grant programs through to the 
end of fiscal year 1987; reauthorizes 
the Farmers Home Administration's 
Rural Housing programs through the 
end of fiscal year 1987; and extend the 
HUD-FHA Mortgage Insurance Pro
gram through to the end of fiscal year 
1987. The substitute makes a number 
of program amendments for FHA 
mortgage insurance and the secondary 
mortgage market programs; prohibits 
the imposition of user fees on the op
erations of FNMA and FHLMC, which 
if imposed would authorize a hidden 
tax on the homebuying public. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment con
tains an important provision regarding 
the UDAG Program that would 
change the selection criteria so that 
the UDAG Program would be more 
available in the areas of the country 
particularly the South and Southwest. 
This amendment would also extend 
the Federal Flood Insurance Program 
and the Federal Crime Insurance Pro
gram, both of which programs contin
ue to be greatly needed particularly at 
a time when our insurance industry is 
walking away from all areas of insur
ance coverage. 

Our federally assisted housing pro
grams for lower- and middle-income 
people would be continued and reau
thorized by the provisions of the Gon
zalez-McKinney amendment despite 
the fact the administration for the 
past 2 years has attempted to termi
nate such programs as the section 202 
Elderly Housing Program and the 
public housing and section 8 programs. 
The amendment would make a 
number of important administrative 
changes in the manner in which public 
housing operating subsidies are provid
ed and a revision in the comprehensive 
modernization improvement program 
sponsored by our colleagues, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTLETT] 
and the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANKl. The amendment 
also would authorize a program au
thored by Mr. McKINNEY of Connecti-

cut to provide that section 202 assist
ance would be available for a new pro
gram of housing for mentally handi
capped people. 

A new initiative provides an expand
ed response on the part of the Federal 
Government to the national dilemma 
of homelessness in our country. This 
provision is sponsored by our colleague 
from Minnesota, Mr. VENTO, and our 
colleague from Ohio, Ms. OAKAR. The 
emergency food and shelter assistance 
would continue with an addition of 
new programs to provide Federal fund
ing for the renovation of existing 
structures for housing for homeless 
people and a second stage housing pro
gram for homeless people. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the amend
ment would authorize a new home
ownership assistance program devel
oped by our colleague from New York, 
Mr. ScHUMER, an attempt to replicate 
on a national basis the successful re
sults of the Nehemiah Housing Oppor
tunity Program that has taken place 
in Brooklyn, NY. 

Mr. Chairman, again I congratulate 
my distinguished colleague from 
Texas [Mr. GoNZALEz] for his perser
verance in seeing a housing authoriza
tion bill to the floor afer a long three
year absence and to the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY] for 
working so diligently on this pending 
bipartisan substitute amendment. I 
would also like to congratulate all of 
the members of the Housing and Com
munity Development Subcommittee 
for their efforts at seeing this compro
mise through. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to bring 
to the House H.R. 1, the housing au
thorization bill, and to provide the 
Members of the House with an oppor
tunity to debate and vote on major 
housing and community development 
related issues. It has been 3 years since 
the Congress has acted on a major 
piece of housing legislation; 3 years, in 
my opinion, of not responding to the 
housing needs of our Nation. While 
our consideration of H.R. 1 and the 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute is an important legislative step, it 
does not by any stretch of the imagi
nation begin to meet the huge housing 
needs our Nation requires today. I be
lieve that our efforts on this bill repre
sent a change of direction from experi
ence of doing nothing. For the past 3 
years we have been acting on tempo
rary extender resolutions, assumptions 
in budget resolutions, and appropria
tions bills. This bill responds to the 
housing and community development 
policy mandates within the Banking 
Committee's authorizing jurisdiction. 

I am not trying to hide the fact that 
the administration has proposed in its 
last two budgets the termination of 
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our federally assisted housing efforts 
and major curtailment of our commu
nity development programs. But there 
are indications that the administration 
might be backing away from their ef
forts at terminating these programs, 
and are willing to live with current 
programs with some refinements, if 
the Congress shows by positive legisla
tive action that these programs will be 
continued. 

So, Mr. Chairman, our efforts in this 
legislation are continuing what, in my 
opinion, is a very low level of activity 
for the federally assisted housing pro
grams for low- and moderate-income 
people and the major mortgage insur
ing authorities of FHA. 

Our amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, H.R. 4746, would extend 
the basic HUD FHA insuring authori
ties, the Farmers Home Administra
tion rural housing programs, the Fed
eral flood and crime insurance pro
grams, and the Community Develop
ment and Urban Development Action 
Grant programs for an additional 1¥2 
years through the end of fiscal year 
1987. In addition, we would make 
major changes in the way the Urban 
Development Action Grants would be 
available to many communities 
throughout our country, particularly 
for the South and Southwest. The 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute would also continue a number of 
other HUD programs for the same 
period of time. 

While continuing the FHA mortgage 
insurance programs, this amendment 
would cap the already high FHA mort
gage premium and would prohibit user 
fees that would be applied to our sec
ondary mortgage market entities, 
FNMA [Fannie Mae] and FHLMC 
[Freddie Mac], that the administra
tion is seeking to impose. These so
called user fees being proposed on 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are 
viewed by most of the members of the 
Banking Committee as a tax on the 
housing industry and have little sup
port in our committee. 

The Committee amendment spon
sored by myself and the ranking mi
nority member of the subcommittee 
[Mr. McKINNEY] contains the authori
zations for the HUD-assisted pro
grams-public housing, section 8, and 
section 202 housing for the elderly. 
The funding levels for these programs 
are not set in this legislation but 
would be subject for these subsequent 
funding levels to be established by ap
propriations acts. We have made a 
number of changes in the way the 
public housing operating subsidy allo
cation system is administered and 
made major revisions in the manner in 
the way the public housing moderniza
tion program is operated. This pro
posed amendment, Mr. Chairman, also 
contains a very innovative provision to 

the 202 program to make the 202 as
sistance available to nonelderly handi
capped people, those people who are 
mentally handicapped but who with 
assistance and counseling can live in a 
structured environment financed 
under the 202 program. I would like to 
commend our colleague, Mr. McKIN
NEY, for his efforts to assist the men
tally handicapped that are contained 
in this bill. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, we have provid
ed authorizations for rural housing 
programs of the Farmers Home Ad
ministration subject to funding levels 
to be established in subsequent appro
priation acts. 

Our legislation contains a very inno
vative approach to dealing with the 
terrible dilemma of homelessness in 
America today that has been devel
oped by our colleague from Minnesota 
[Mr. VENTO] and our colleague from 
Ohio [Ms. 0AKAR], and supported in 
bipartisan fashion by both Democrat 
and Republican Members of the Com
mittee. Let me point out, Mr. Chair
man, that our Housing and Communi
ty Development Subcommittee was 
the first committee of the Congress in 
December of 1982 to raise the issue of 
homelessness in America to the Na
tional attention in a series of hearings 
that began in December of 1982 and 
have continued up to the present time. 
In response to these hearings our col
leagues on both sides of the aisle on 
the committee sought to provide a 
Federal response to this growing na
tional dilemma. The least that we can 
do, Mr. Chairman, is endorse this ten
uous first step at providing a Federal 
response to a growing national prob
lem. 

And finally, Mr. Chairman, our 
amendment includes a very innovative 
homeownership program developed by 
our colleague from New York, [Mr. 
ScHUMER], that attempts to replicate 
the very successful program called the 
Nehemiah Housing Opportunity 
Grants Program. The experience of 
the Nehemiah program of Housing for 
low- and middle-class homeowners in 
Brooklyn, NY, combines the energies 
of nonprofit groups, churches, local, 
and State governments and in this 
amendment an up-front grant from 
the Federal Government. Mr. Chair
man, the Subcommittee on Housing 
and Community Development con
ducted hearings in Brooklyn, NY, 
right at the site where the Nehemiah 
Program is building 1,500 units of 
single family homes for working class 
people and just last year in our au
thorization hearings held a day of 
hearings on the proposed legislation 
that is contained in our substitute 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is safe to say that 
H.R. 1 has had a checkered history to 
date since it emerged from the Bank-

ing Committee last July. We have at
tempted to make the provisions of the 
bill more accepable to the majority of 
the Members of the House. Mr. Chair
man, I am a political realist and while 
I can strongly support the amendment 
in the nature of a substitute I do so 
knowing full well that it hardly begins 
to address the terrible housing needs 
that this Nation faces. H.R. 1 even as 
reported by the Banking Committee 
last July did not contain the compre
hensive approach I believe that is still 
necessary to address our crying hous
ing needs. We have substantially re
duced the scope and number of provi
sions in H.R. 1 recognizing the politi
cal climate that we in the House and 
in the other body are operating under. 

I wish to take this opportunity to 
commend my distinguished ranking 
minority member of the subcommit
tee, Mr. McKINNEY of Connecticut, for 
the outstanding contribution he made 
in developing this bipartisan compro
mise. Mr. McKINNEY has carried on 
the great Republican tradition of sup
porting our assisted housing programs 
begun by the late and distinguished 
Republican Senator from Ohio, 
Robert Taft "Mr. Republican." Up 
until the advent of this administration 
housing and community development 
policy generally represented a biparti
san effort and I am pleased, Mr. 
Chairman, to tell my colleagues today 
that the contribution of Mr. McKIN
NEY and his colleagues on our Housing 
Subcommittee are continuing that tra
dition. 

Mr. Chairman, I have included the 
attached chart which compares the bi
partisan Gonzalez-McKinney amend
ment to H.R. 1, the Housing Act of 
1986, with the fiscal year 1986 funding 
levels after Gramm-Rudman seques
tration, the proposed fiscal year 1987 
House Budget Committee concurrent 
budget resolution, and the fiscal year 
1987 Wylie amendment. The chart il
lustrates the fact that the bipartisan 
amendment has aggregate budget au
thority levels below both the fiscal 
year 1986 baseline and the proposed 
fiscal year 1987 House Budget Com
mittee's levels. Also, it does show that 
the Wylie amendment may result to 
be more costly, mainly $2.3 billion 
more for subsidized housing, if the ad
ministration's proposed deferrals are 
disapproved by Congress and enacted 
into public law. Obviously, the BA 
levels presented in the bipartisan 
amendment are far below the funding 
levels needed to meet the great 
demand in our country for HUD and 
farmers home housing and community 
development levels; however, the 
levels provided in the amendment rep
resent a sincere bipartisan effort to 
bring about a modicum of support for 
these programs. 
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PROJECTED COST OF FISCAL YEAR 1987 HUD AND FARMERS HOME PROGRAMS 

May 13, 1986 

[BA in millions] 

HUD Housing 

Fiscal year 1986 funding 
levels after sequestration 

Units BA 

Bipartisan substitute 
amendment' 

Units BA 

Fiscal year 1987-

Wylie sustitue 
amendment 

Units BA Units BA 

Public=~~truction ..... . ...... . . . ...... . ....... ... .... . .. . ............ . ..... .. ..... . ........................ . .............................................................................................. 4,785 937 4,785 4,785 976 307 0 
Indian.......................................... .................................................................................................... ............................................................. 1,914 313 1,914 1,914 327 109 0 
Modernization............................................................................................................................................ ......................................................................... 1,436 1,496 734 882 
Amendments/lease adjustment.. ....................................... .............. ........................................................................ ..................................... ::..····::..···.:::·· ·::..····.:::···::..·· ··::..· __ 1_9 _____________________ 1_9 19 75 

Subtotal... ............................................................................................................................................................... ............ .......... ...... ..... =:::::6::::,69::::9==2=,70=5==6=,69=9=='==========6=,69=9==2=,81=8 1,169 957 

Section 8: 
202 ............................ ......... ............... ................. .............................................. ............ ................................ ....................................... ........ 11,484 1,608 11,940 11 ,484 1,69~~ 
Moderate rehab........ .................................................. ............................................................ ................................... ................................... 9,570 883 9,570 9,570 

1,670 11,550 1,550 
922 0 0 

Regular existing........................................................................................................................................................................................... 30,624 2,362 30,624 30,624 2,~~~ 
New vouchers............................................................................................................................................................................................. 34,452 742 34,452 34,452 

2,466 0 0 
775 70,000 1,389 

Property disp. ····························································································································································································· (4,785) 350 (4,785l (4,785! 3~5 
loan management............................................ ............................................................................................................................................ (4,749 86 (4,749 (4,749 
Conversions.................................................................................................................................................................................................. (957) 49 (957) (957 ~~ 
()pt-ooVdemoiitions...................................................................................................................................................................................... (3,350) 72 (3,350) (3,350 

365 !4,000) 290 
90 5,000) 90 
51 0 51 
75 (3,500) 66 

Amendments ...................................... ........................................... ............................................................................................................... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ ... _ .... _ ... _ .. __ 53_7 ___________________ 53_7 537 558 

Subtotal... ................................................................................................................................................... ............................................. ==86::::,13=0==6=,68=9==86=,58=6=='==========86=,13=0==6=,95=1 6,951 81,550 3,994 

Total Public Housing/Section 8........................................................................ .................................................. .. ................................... 92,829 9,394 93,285 92,829 9,769 

~~"~o~~-~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: ::::::: :::::::::: ::: ::: : :::: :::: ·~ ..... ::::..::::.::::::::..:::: __ :::· __ .::: __ : --1·~-~7_1 --------------------1·-~:-~ 
8,120 81,550 3 4,951 
1,342 1,211 

632 575 

Subtotal... ............................................................................................................................................. ............ ..................................... ·-=··=····=···=····=···=····=· =1=1.3=8=8 ====='==============1=1,=65=4 10,094 6,737 

Other Programs: 
HODAG ........... .............. ........................................... ..................................................................................................................................... 3,589 72 3,736 3,140 6~ 

~~~~--~~.~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::::: : ::::::: : ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 71~2 ······ ··1·9··.·73··7······ ········1·6··.·s··2·T ·· 73 

75 0 

~1 50 
20 

Rental rehabilitation ...................................... ........................................................................................................................................... .... 18,888 65 ....... 19)37"""" 75 75 
~ r~rch .... ,................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1~ 1~ 

=t~:~~;~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::: 3~ 3~ 
17 16 
3 3 [;; 3 

36 
Urban homesteading ·································································································· ································ ··························· ······················-····················· 11 J ~ 
Neighbors reinvestment corp.·····································································································································································-_··_···_····.:::···.:::···_····_·· __ 1_8 ___________________ _ 

12 12 
19 15 

Subtotal.......................................... ................. .. ..................................................................................................................... ..... ............ 22,477 300 23,473 19,667 288 
Total HUD Housing............................................................................................................... ................................................................... 115,306 11,688 116,758 112,496 11,942 

311 19,737 230 
101 ,287 

COBG ....................................................................................................................................................................................................... ................................... 2,990 2,990 
UDAG .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ::..····::..·· ·.:::····_····-···_···· __ 3_16 __________________ 28_4 

10,405 6,967 
•2,635 2,400 

332 284 

Grand total HUD ............................................. ·················································· ········································ ···········································-=··=····=···=····=···=····=· =14=,9=94======'========'=======1=5,=21=6 13,372 9,651 

FmHA Rural Housing 
Rural Housing loans (Inc. Rap) • ................................ ..................................................................... . ······ ·· · ··································· · ············~· ···~···::::····::::·· ·~····::::····===3~,34:::::0~ ... ::::····::::····::::···::::····::::·· ··===3~,06:::::3~ .. .. ::::···=····=····=···=····==3=,04=4=····=···=····=····=···=····==3=,704= 

FmHA loans: 

5 ~ ~Er~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: :::: ::::::::::::::: 
2

~ :Hi 
(1,340) 29,284 (1,395l 11,240 (535) 29,284 (1,340) t) 4,048 (15 0 0 4,048 

11) 480 (8l 480 
18,317 (267 18,317 

0 ~:: m ~~~a~~~~.:: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::=: :: :::::::: ::: :::: ::::: :: :::::::: : ::: : ::::::::::: : ::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ....... ~~:~~- ~ -·-· 
-----------~~-------~------------~ 

(ln! (~Hl ........ ~:~~~---· (m ... (1 

Subtotal FmHA loans ............................................................................................ ········ · · ······························ · ······· ·· ··············· ·· ··············=~52~,1~29=~~~===~~=~~=================== (2,036) 52,129 (2,120) 18,658 (810) 52,129 (2,036) 

Rural Housing Support Programs: 

~t: ~ ~~ra~~ecis::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : ::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 12 12 0 12 
1 1 0 1 

Section 516 Farm labor grants .............................................................................................................................. .......................................................... . 
Section 523 Self-Help grants ........................................................................................................................................ .................................................. .. . 

10 10 10 10 
8 8 ······uu22y· 0 8 

(160) ······(1(511i""" (166) (125) :::::::::::::::::::::: (160) = m ~·:·&raiiis:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::::::::::::: (1HM) 
--~~---------~~------------------

19 3,062 20 0 0 3,062 20 

Subtotal FmHA support ..................... ..............................................................................................•.••.......................................................................... 50 51 10 51 
Total FmHA ........................................................................................................................................................... ............... ................... =:::::55~,1:::::91==========='===='====='========== ·······ls:ssa···· ·······ss:I9c· 3,390 55,191 3,114 3,054 3,755 

HUD and FmHA ···································································································································································································-··· .. ················ 
BA savings

7 
· ········· ···························· ··················· ·· ······················· ····· · ·· ······· · ···················· · ······· · ·········· · · · ·· ··· ·· ·····················································-::.:.···:.:::···.:::···::.:.····:.:::·· ·.:::···::..·· ----::..:._::..::...:::::..::...::::.:___..:.:.:.......:::.:.:::.:::-------------

18,384 16,486 12,705 18,971 
NA -129 -128 NA 

Grand total ............................................ ................................................................ .................................................................................. 170,497 18,384 171,949 16,357 119,945 12,577 167,687 18,971 

• All BA amounts are subject to future ADOropriations Acts and must conform to BA levels provided in Concurrent Budget Resolution. Actual cost of the Bipartisan Amendment would depend on actual FY 1987 Appropriations not yet enacted. 
CBO has assumed the current appropriated level.adjusted for inflation in the absence of 1987 appropriations. 

2 House Budget resolution reflects freeze of FY 1986 CBO baseline levels for most non-defense discretionary accounts; subsidized housing, operating subsidies, FEMA homeless, congregate services, and rural housing grant programs are kept at 
FY 1987 current service levels. Resolution assumes BA amounts subject to FY 1986 freeze may be subject to an additional 2.5 percent reduction in FY 1987 subject to future appropriations aggregate reduct~ i~ function totals. 

3 Assumes the availability of the Administration's $2.3 billion FY 1986 deferred BA for use in FY 1987 for a total of $4.951 billion. However, if disapproval of deferral becomes public law, the cost of Wylie amendment IS mcreased by $2.3 
billion because new BA would be necesszry to cover Wylie program levels. . 

4 FEMA Homeless and Housing Counseling funding level subjel:t to Concurrent Budget Reoslution levels and future ADOropriations Acts. CBO does not include costs for Emergency Shelter Grants, Second Stage Homeless, Nehemiah Housmg 
Grants, Neighborhood Development Demonstration, Fair Housing Initiatives, and Solar Bank because there is no projected funding level basis. 

• Includes the CBO assumption of $500 million in FY 1986 deferred BA available for obligation in FY 1987 for a total available of $3.135 billion in FY 1987. 
• There is minimal direct correlation between the BA level and the program level in a given year. BA amounts primarily constitute the estimated approrpiations necessary for prior years obligations, including interest credit subsidies and rental 

assitance payments. 
1 Savings attributable in both amendments to collection of flood insurance premiums and of FHA insurance premiums. Bipartisan amendment also includes savings for crime insurance. 
Note.-Chart prepared by House Subcommittee on Housing and Community Development staff with information provided by the Congressional Budget Office and House Budget Committee staff. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe that it is 
important to pass this housing bill 
since it reasserts the 50-year Federal 
housing policy endorsed by both par
ties, that the Federal Government 

does have a responsibility to provide 
housing assistance to low- and moder
ate-income people, and does have the 
responsibility to provide mortgage in
surance for middle-income Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support our efforts on H.R. 1 and 
the compromise substitute made in 
order by the rule. This bill represents 
our efforts to get back into the con-



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10489 
gressional responsibility of making 
housing policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that I be permitted to yield half 
of the time allotted to our side to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
McKINNEY] for his use and his pur
poses. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

0 1715 
Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, last year the Banking 
Committee reported H.R. 1, the hous
ing authorization bill, to the House. In 
my views submitted with that report I 
stated that the committee reported 
bill was a substantially better bill than 
that which was brought before the 
Banking Committee. But even with 
the many improvements made to H.R. 
1 by Members from both sides of the 
aisle, it was evident that our legisla
tion as then drafted could not be ex
pected to pass without a very lengthy 
consideration in the House. Chances 
in the other body were even more 
questionable. 

During last year's conference on the 
budget reconciliation bill the chair
men of both Banking Committees in
structed staff to develop recommenda
tions on as many issues contained in 
our respective authorization bills as 
possible. Although most of those rec
ommendations never became part of 
the reconciliation package, they 
played an important function in the 
development of this substitute being 
offered today. 

At this point I would like to give the 
efforts of Mr. GoNZALES, the chairman 
of the Housing subcommittee, special 
recognition. As one of the most dedi
cated housing advocates in this body 
he realized that some different ap
proach was needed if a housing bill 
were to pass in this Congress. The 
chairman took the initiative and sug
gested that we could develop a bill 
based on those fundamental elements 
necessary for a national housing pro
gram. In addition, we incorporated 
provisions from H.R. 1 which had been 
considered noncontroversial. Finally 
we included the recommendations 
from the earlier House-Senate negotia
tions. 

The process we followed in develop
ing the Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
to H.R. 1 has not endeared us to our 
colleagues on the Housing Subcommit
tee. We have been accused of ignoring 
some interests or pandering to others; 
we have put in too much or not 
enough. But because this substitute 
does not attempt to be a panacea, be
cause it makes no attempt to be all 
things to all people, and especially be
cause it does not make promises that 

7HI59 0-87-8 (Pt. 8) 

we can't keep, I think we have a very 
realistic housing authorization bill. 
There will be amendments offered and 
some things added to our bill. But we 
have provided the House with the op
portunity to vote for or against hous
ing programs for the American people. 
And for that opportunity to demon
strate our support for housing pro
grams I think we owe Chairman GoN
ZALEZ our congratulations. 

Now I would like to comment on 
some of the specific elements of our 
substitute. A primary concern I had 
with H.R. 1 was the aggregate authori
zation level. I believe that the Gonza
lez-McKinney substitute addresses 
that concern by stating in section 2 
that no budget authority, budget out
lays or new entitlement authority for 
fiscal year 1986 or 1987 is provided in 
excess of the aggregate levels estab
lished by the budget resolution. If we 
don't pass a budget resolution for 
fiscal year 1987, then the current serv
ices level will prevail. The Congres
sional Budget Office cost estimate for 
our proposal is $15.2 billion for fiscal 
year 1987. In comparison, Congress ap
propriated approximately $18 billion 
for fiscal year 1986 for all housing pro
gams. When H.R. 1 entered the recon
ciliation process the price tag was 
almost $20 billion. Our substitute rep
resents a decrease of $3 billion over 
last year's level. 

The Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
contains as its major provisions au
thorizations for HUD and Farmers 
Home assisted housing programs for 
fiscal years 1986 and 1987. It extends 
the FHA mortgage insurance program 
as well as the crime and flood insur
ance programs through fiscal year 
1987. As you may remember, we have 
been required to extend these several 
times since they expired last Septem
ber 30. Each time there has been the 
threat of disruption, and twice actual 
disruption, of the Government's major 
home mortgage insurance program at 
considerable cost to the Government 
and to the private sector. We need to 
restore long-term stability to that pro
gram. 

Other provisions of our substitute 
include: 

Reauthorization of the Community 
Development Block Grant and Urban 
Development Action Grant programs, 

Changes in UDAG selection criteria 
to make more parts of the country eli
gible for grants, 

UDAG antipiracy provisions, 
The prohibition of user fees on any 

housing credit program, 
An increase in the number of FHA 

insured adjustable rate mortgages, 
A 3-year phaseout of CDBG commu

nities who lose eligibility, 
A homeless initiative, 
Several items relating to assisted 

housing projects such as a perform
ance funding system related to operat
ing subsidies, the disposition of multi-

family housing owned or held by HUD 
to protect low-income tenants against 
displacement and a public housing 
comprehensive grant program. 

One element in the substitute cur
rently that had caused much concern 
on both sides was the Fair Housing 
Initiative Program sponsored by HUD 
Secretary Pierce. I supported the ad
ministration on this and succeeded in 
keeping it in the bill while in commit
tee. I think Members on both sides 
will be pleased to learn that the con
troversy surrounding that issue has 
been resolved. 

I received this morning a letter from 
Secretary Pierce and Mr. Clark Wal
lace, president of the National Associa
tion of Realtors, which I will include 
in the RECORD. In part the letter reads: 

After open and frank discussions, we are 
happy to report that HUD and NAR have 
succeeded in drafting a set of Guidelines, 
which ensure that only objective, reliable, 
and controlled testing will be funded by 
HUD. HUD is satisfied that these guidelines 
will not infringe on either the proper role of 
courts in adjudicating fair housing com
plaints or the rights and remedies provided 
to individuals and testers under federal law. 

The national Association of Realtors now 
supports the Fair Housing Initiatives Pro
gram with provision for testing funded 
under the guidelines agreed upon. 

I think both parties to those negoti
ations are to be congratulated for 
their success in resolving this issue. 
There was never a disagreement in 
what was our ultimate objective fair 
and equal access to housing for all 
Americans. The only disagreement 
concerned how HUD's program would 
be implemented. That disagreement 
was between HUD and the National 
Association of Realtors and I am glad 
that they have been able to settle 
their differences in this timely fash
ion. The language of the Gonzalez
McKinney substitute will be amended 
to reflect this compromise when we 
reach that stage of consideration. 

There are many other provisions in 
our bill that merit our attention but to 
enumerate them would be to repeat 
much of what Chairman GoNZALEZ has 
already said. The Nehemiah program, 
for example, is an excellent approach 
to moderate income home ownership 
with minimal Federal involvement. I 
am certain it will be discussed in 
length during this debate. I could go 
on down the list of provisions, but I 
would like briefly to comment on the 
other substitute that will be offered to 
H.R.l. 

In marked contrast to the budget 
level contained in the Gonzalez
McKinney substitute to H.R. 1 the 
House will be given an opportunity to 
consider another substitute offered by 
my good friend and colleague on the 
Banking Committee, CHALMERS WYLIE. 
The recommended authorization level 
in that proposal is estimated by CBO 
to be approximately $8.2 billion. The 
difference between the funding provid-
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ed in these substitutes accurately re
flects the major philosophical differ
ences between the two approaches to
wards a national housing policy. 

Spending under the Gonzalez
McKinney substitute for HUD hous
ing programs totals $10.4 billion and 
provides for 116,758 housing units. 
The Wylie substitute would spend $4.7 
billion for 101,287 housing units; 
70,000 of those units, however, are ac
counted for by the use of vouchers. 
The voucher program has been funded 
on a modest basis by the Appropria
tions Committee for several years, but 
still has been unable to use more than 
a small fraction of the vouchers that 
were funded. 

Yet in spite of that experience with 
the voucher program more than two
thirds of the assisted housing units 
provided by the Wylie substitute are 
accounted for by vouchers. As an al
ternative approach to subsidies which 
provide for construction of housing 
units, vouchers deserve to be consid
ered, but we are not ready to make 
that program the foundation of our 
assisted housing policy. 

Most simply put, vouchers do not 
build housing, especially in parts of 
this country where available space and 
available housing are already at a pre
mium. 

Frankly the debate here is focused 
on whether there is a role for the Fed
eral Government in providing housing 
for all Americans. Housing availability 
is as important to the people of this 
country as is housing affordability. I 
hear from my constituents that they 
cannot afford to buy a home or in so 
many instances they cannot even find 
a place to rent. At the lower end of the 
economic ladder they are totally shut 
out. 

I believe it is the right of every 
American to have shelter, to have a 
roof above one's head at the very 
least. This can only become reality if 
we provide some money for construc
tion programs. 

The substitute prepared by my col
league, Mr. WYLIE, contains the ma
jority of the provisions that Mr. GoN
ZALEZ and I included in our bill. How
ever, the fundamental thrust of the 
Wylie substitute is not to provide 
housing. I think the choice is a simple 
one: Do we want to make housing 
available for people who would other
wise be unable to find anything for an 
affordable price. 

The Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
gives us the chance to provide housing 
where needed. At the same time it 
offers an alternative through a modest 
voucher program until we have suffi
cient housing units to implement fully 
a broader assisted housing program 
based on vouchers. 

I think the choice should be clear 
and I urge my colleagues to vote for 
the Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
and to reject any weakening amend-

ments. This is your best chance to 
show your support for a national hous
ing policy. 

The letter from Samual R. Pierce, 
Jr., Secretary, U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
Clark E. Wallace, president, National 
Association of Realtors, follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, THE SECRE
TARY, 

Washington, DC 
Hon. STEWART B. McKINNEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC 

DEAR MR. McKINNEY: On May 2, 1985, the 
National Association of Realtors testified 
before the House Appropriations Subcom
mittee on HUn-Independent Agencies on 
the Administration's Fair Housing Initia
tives Program <FHIP>. At that time, the Na
tional Association of Realtors objected to 
federally funded fair housing testing as 
pending in H.R. 1. 

Last March, we met to address the issues 
of concern between the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development <HUD> 
and the National Association of Realtors 
<NAR>. At that meeting, NAR offered to 
support HUD if an agreement could be 
reached on guidelines for the regulations 
which will govern testing under the FHIP 
program and which would be approved by 
NAR's Board of Directors on May 12. 

After open and frank discussions, we are 
happy to report that HUD and NAR have 
succeeded in drafting a set of Guidelines, 
which ensure that only objective, reliable, 
and controlled testing will be funded by 
HUD. HUD is satisfied that these guidelines 
will not infringe on either the proper role of 
courts in adjudicating fair housing com
plaints or the rights and remedies provided 
to individuals and testers under federal law. 

The National Association of Realtors now 
supports the Fair Housing Initiatives Pro
gram with provision for testing funded 
under the guidelines agreed upon. 

Very sincerely yours, 
SAMUEL R. PIERCE, JR., 

Secretary. 
CLARK E. WALLACE, 

President, National 
Association of Re
altors. 

0 1725 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. McKINNEY. I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. BARTLETT. On the gentle

man's last comment, I very much ap
preciate the gentleman's diligence and 
his comments in summarizing the en
tirety of the substitute. I have shared 
with the gentleman a copy of the liv
ability title which I plan to offer, con
taining a series of reforms and improv
ing livability and employment oppor
tunities. I just wanted to make sure 
the gentleman did not include that in 
his description of weakening amend
ments. 

Mr. McKINNEY. No. Let me just 
simply suggest, in fact, one of the rea
sons that an adaptation of your liv
ability amendment is not more promi
nent is that we had to close off shop 
somewhere so that we would not end 
up with another 700-page bill from the 

House of Representatives, and I will 
probably stand and speak for a livabil
ity amendment. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has not 
passed a free-standing housing author
ization bill since 1980. As has been 
mentioned, we have had no bill on 
housing since 1983, and then it was 
tied to the International Monetary 
Fund replenishment fund increase. I 
hope this year we will be able to do so. 
In the past, our efforts to achieve en
actment of housing legislation have 
run afoul of budget considerations. 
The proposals that have been ad
vanced were not realistic. I fear that 
we could have the same problem this 
year if the House approves the Gonza
lez-McKinney substitute. For that 
reason I, along with Mr. BARTLETT and 
other Members have prepared a sub
stitute of our own. This is a very com
plicated program. So I will take some 
time here to explain the Wylie-Bart
lett substitute and to make the record 
as to where we are coming from, since 
there does seem to be some difference 
of opinion as to the thrust of our legis
lation. But in developing this substi
tute, we have kept in mind the fact 
that there are serious budget consider
ations, given our deficit budget prob
lem. We are not going to solve that 
problem by continuing to do business 
as usual, nor are we going to solve it 
by making only minor reductions from 
last year's $18 billion spending levels. I 
do not recommend a meat-ax approach 
to the housing budget, but we are 
never going to meet our deficit reduc
tion goals by virtually exempting 
housing from budget cuts. 

Our substitute would provide aggre
gate spending of $8.2 billion for fiscal 
year 1987, if we can include deferrals. I 
guess we cannot now include deferrals, 
since the Budget Committee has indi
cated that we cannot, so that amount 
would be approximately $10.2 billion 
for specific authorization for Federal 
housing programs. In contrast, the 
Gonzalez substitute is an open-ended 
authorization for all programs. 
Throughout the text of H.R. 4746 you 
will find the words "There are author
ized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be provided in appropriation 
acts." 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, will 
the distinguished gentleman yield at 
that point? 

Mr. WYLIE. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
hesitated to rise during the colloquy 
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between the gentleman and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania, but I 
would like to point out that when we 
went to the Rules Committee, when 
the waivers were requested, they were 
requested on the basis that they would 
be applicable to both the McKinney
Gonzalez substitute, as well as the 
gentleman's substitute, and they are, 
the waivers are applicable. If they 
were not, the gentleman would be con
fronted with a point of order that 
might have been raised during the 
rule's consideration. 

Mr. WYLIE. I appreciate what the 
gentleman is saying, and I will accept 
that caveat. The point I think the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania was making 
is that, where it says "There are au
thorized to be appropriated such funds 
as may be provided," that requires a 
waiver of the rules. There are no such 
provisions in my bill. I do have aggre
gate limits of spending. 

Now, the rule had to be waived with 
respect to the spending limits, insofar 
as FHA authority is concerned. as it 
applies to credit limits only, and that 
was the point that I was making. But I 
have no objection or had no objection 
to the rule. We went to the Rules 
Committee, we worked together. The 
gentleman from Texas and the gentle
man from Rhode Island [Mr. GER
MAIN] and I and the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY] all 
agreed that we would support the rule 
waiving these points of order if my 
substitute was made in order. And I 
am certainly not backing away from 
that. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYLIE. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. BARTLETT. The gentleman is 
correct. We both voted for the rule be
cause of the agreement that it would 
be an open rule, even though we had 
reservations. 

I would point out, though, that the 
gentleman's substitute, as I under
stand it, only deals with fiscal year 
1987, with authorization for fiscal year 
1987. So the substitute of the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] is notre
quired to have that waiver of the 
Budget Act, in his substitute. 

Mr. WYLIE. In that regard, it did 
not require a waiver because, in place 
of agreed upon dollar amounts, which 
my bill has, there was only the ambig
uous aggregate limit and did not make 
specific requests. I think that is the 
point I want to make and the point 
that the chairman, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ], has 
helped me to make. 

In place of agreed upon dollar limits, 
there is only an ambiguous aggregate 
limit. Because of this it is difficult to 
put a price tag on the Gonzalez substi
tute. 

I would assume this is part of the 
strategy. So we cannot really get a fix 

on the amount their bill costs. Their 
conservative estimate, however, would 
put it at over $15.4 billion. It could go 
higher. To me, this is not being fiscal
ly responsible. In addition to the po
tential high bottom-line figure, there 
is the procedural question of using 
"such sums as may be necessary" 
open-ended authorizations. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a high regard 
for members of both the Appropria
tions and Budget Committees, but I 
am not willing to cede to them the au
thority to determine spending prior
ities for programs under our jurisdic
tion. In addition, I maintain that if 
Members of authorizing committees 
believe a program has merit, they 
should be able to quantify that belief. 

What this really gets down to is the 
question of the role of authorizing 
committees; do they have a role to 
play in establishing ceiling limits on 
programs or don't they? The strong 
implication is that authorizing com
mittees are not necessary. I respect
fully disagree. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to our 
substitute meeting the test of fiscal re
sponsibility it contains a mix of hous
ing programs that gives the American 
taxpayer and more importantly the 
beneficiaries of our Housing Assist
ance programs more "bang for the 
buck." 

The funding levels for assisted hous
ing contained in our substitute should 
enable Congress to meet the target es
tablished in the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act while 
at the same time aiding those in need 
of assistance. 
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To meet this objective, the substi

tute is premised on the belief that it is 
necessary to modify priorities in order 
to provide the greatest amount of as
sistance for the least amount of 
money. The primary example of this is 
the iSsue of new construction of public 
housing units versus modernization of 
existing public housing units. 

Mr. Chairman, let us face it-new 
public housing construction is ex
tremely expensive. The average cost of 
constructing just one public housing 
unit is $65,000. It is much more cost 
effective to repair an existing unit. 
The average cost of modernizing a 
public housing unit is $2,400. I wish to 
point out to my colleagues one other 
staggering fact. Since the inception of 
the Public Housing Program in 1937, 
our Federal Government has financed 
the development of some 1.3 million 
units of public housing with a replace
ment value of over $65 billion. HUD 
estimates that some 70,000 of these 
units are vacant and uninhabitable. 

I believe these figures are compel
ling. I think you would agree that 
there is a large cost disparity between 
new construction and modernization. I 
think you would also agree that our 

public housing inventory is a national 
resource that should not be allowed to 
waste away, as it surely will if they are 
not kept in repair. When one considers 
the 35,000 public housing units now in 
the pipeline, or in other words, units 
allocated to a housing authority but 
not constructed, it makes little sense 
to add to our deficit by funding new 
units when the inventory is in such 
disrepair. Therefore, our substitute 
provides a 17-percent increase for 
public housing modernization and a 
curtailment of public housing new 
construction, taking into account the 
35,000 units that will be built if we do 
nothing. 

Mr. Chairman, building on our sub
stitute's theme of providing the great
est amount of assistance for the least 
amount of money, it also reflects a 
shift in emphasis in the composition 
of the low-income assistance payment 
programs. Existing section 8 certifi
cates have an average cost of $5,400 
per unit on an annual basis. In con
trast, housing vouchers average $4,500. 
While the difference of $900 per unit 
appears slight-when you carry this 
differential over the full run out cost 
of a 15-year contract you end up with 
a $13,500 savings for only one unit. 
Multiply this by the thousands of 
units we authorize on a yearly basis 
and you can see where major savings 
occur. 

Vouchers can be the key to alleviat
ing some of the problems associated 
with low-income housing assistance at 
a much less expensive and faster rate 
than costly production programs. On 
April 23, 1985, GAO issued a report 
which indicated that among lower 
income households the number paying 
rents in excess of 30 percent of their 
incomes increased by 4.1 million in 
1975 to 11.9 million in 1983. The 
number paying in excess of 50 percent 
of their incomes increased by about 2.6 
million-from 3.7 million in 1975 to 6.3 
million in 1983. 

These figures emphasize that afford
ability is a major problem facing low
income renters and vouchers have 
been proven to help the affordability 
problem. Our substitute contains suffi
cient funding authority for 70,000 
vouchers. This is 20,000 more than 
proposed in the President's budget. 

The substitute would also prohibit 
the imposition of new so-called user 
fees. Some view this concept as a way 
of raising revenues and thus helping 
with the deficit. We believe this to be 
very short sighted. The revenues are 
really quite small in the context of the 
total budget. In fiscal year 1987, they 
would amount to only $90 million. On 
the other hand, fees of anything like 
the magnitude proposed could serious
ly jeopardize the needed support given 
to the mortgage finance system by 
Ginnie Mae, Fannie Mae, and Freddie 
Mac. Similiarly imposing a higher fee 
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on FHA home buyers and requiring 
them to pay the fee up front without 
allowing amortization over the life of 
the loan would place too heavy a 
burden on first-time home buyers. In 
our view, the user fee concept would 
hurt the housing industry. The falloff 
in housing activity could actually con
tribute to the overall deficit. 

Mr. Chairman, our substitute pro
vides long-overdue public housing re
forms. The two primary areas of focus 
are public housing operating subsidies 
and comprehensive modernization. 
Concern about the funding system for 
operating subsidies has focused on the 
manner in which funding levels are es
tablished and on the incentives it pro
vides for efficient management. Ques
tions about the comprehensive mod
ernization program have centered on a 
program structure which would facili
tate modernization and deregulate the 
process so that excessive regulation 
and oversight would be replaced with 
greater Public Housing Authority 
planning and responsibility for deci
sionmaking. First, our substitute in
cludes the Bartlett-Frank Public Hous
ing Comprehensive Grant Program. 
This reform to the existing Compre
hensive Modernization Program had 
broad bipartisan support in subcom
mittee and passed by a vote of 26 to 
13. It deregulates the existing Compre
hensive Improvements Assistance Pro
gram called ClAP-and provides for 
greater reliability of funding for cap
ital improvements through use of a 
formula allocation method. Second, 
our substitute includes modest reforms 
to the performance funding system 
which is the formula used to allocate 
public housing operating subsidies. 

With regard to the public housing 
operating subsidy funding level, I wish 
to point out that our funding level for 
fiscal year 1987 should allow for suffi
cient budget authority to provide 
housing authorities sufficient funds to 
meet the critical issue of property and 
casualty insurance premium increases. 
Within the last 18 months, property 
and casualty insurance has increased 
over 400 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, too often the Con
gress and the executive branch lose 
sight of the fact that Federal pro
grams are not created for the bureau
crats who administer the programs, 
but for the beneficiaries of the pro
grams. In the area of public housing, 
the beneficiaries are the public hous
ing tenants, specifically some 3.4 mil
lion tenants. In this regard, I am 
happy to say our substitute does some
thing for the tenants for a change. It 
contains a provision to provide certain 
incentives to encourage increased resi
dent management in the public hous
ing setting. This provision, which is 
based on our colleague Mr. FAUNTROY's 
H.R. 4026, which in turn was based 
upon an amendment I successfully of
fered to H.R. 1 in committee; will en-

courage public housing residents to or
ganize and have more control on life 
in their public housing communities. 

Building on the concept of proten
ant reforms our substitute contains a 
rent phasein policy which would 
reward tenants who obtain employ
ment with a consequent increase in 
income. The provision would permit 
PHA's to establish a method to phase
in rent increases over a 6-month 
period for section 8 and public housing 
tenants who obtain a change in em
ployment status and so they would not 
be evicted if they go over the incoming 
ceiling by a few dollars. Additionally, 
our substitute contains a provision 
which would permit beneficiaries of 
section 8 certificates and vouchers 
greater flexibility to make choices 
about the dwelling and location in 
which they will live. Based on the ex
tensive hearings conducted by the 
Housing Subcommittee on desegrega
tion in federally assisted housing pro
grams we are hopeful that this flexi
bility will aid in the attempts to 
achieve greater desegregation. 
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The substitute also includes a provi

sion authored by Mr. MoLINARI con
cerning public housing economic rent. 
This provision would allow PHA's to 
establish rents in public housing at 
the fair market rent in order to retain 
tenants who are at the upper end of 
the low-income range. This provision 
would enhance the quality of life in 
public housing by allowing PHA's to 
have an economic mix of residents, 
particularly among what has become 
to be referred to as the working poor. 
This concept could improve the overall 
livability standard of public housing 
residents. 

Another reform initiative would pro
vide explicit authority to HUD to pre
vent fraud and abuse by participants 
in HUD programs by, first, asking ap
plicants to give their Social Security 
numbers to be used in verifying eligi
bility and proper level of benefits, and, 
second. by requiring applicants and 
participants to sign a consent form to 
permit verification of information fur
nished by families. 

This provision was first introduced 
by our colleague, Mr. CHAPPELL, back 
in 1982. Needless to say, something 
like this is long overdue. The HUD 
Office of Inspector General estimates 
that at least $200 million is spent an
nually in section 8 assistance for ten
ants who are ineligible or are receiving 
more than is allowable. Benefits now 
going to ineligible families would 
become available for legitimately eligi
ble program participants. Replacing 
ineligible households with eligible 
households will not necessarily save 
money but it will ensure that limited 
Federal funds are going to the right 
people and are being spent for the 
purpose we, the Congress, intended. 

Mr. Chairman, our substitute em
phasizes the special housing needs of 
the elderly, handicapped, and the 
homeless. 

We provide fiscal year 1986 level 
funding for the section 202 program 
for housing the elderly and handi
capped to support some 11,500 new 
housing units. Fiscal year 1986 level 
funding is also provided for the Con
gregate Housing Services Program to 
prevent premature institutionalization 
of elderly persons who need support
ive services. 

I am particularly pleased about in
clusion of a provision which was au
thored by the ranking minority 
member of our subcommittee, Mr. 
McKINNEY, which revises the existing 
section 202 program to assure that the 
section 202 program will better meet 
the special needs of the handicapped. 
In view of the 8 million U.S. citizens 
with severe handicaps, we believe this 
change is needed. 

Finally, we have included a restruc
tured Shelter Assistance for the 
Homeless Program. Since the early 
1980's, Congress has been providing fi
nancial assistance through the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency to 
provide emergency food and shelter 
assistance for the homeless. Although 
this financial aid has been beneficial, 
it was stopgap at best. Based on the 
subcommittee's extensive hearings on 
homelessness, our substitute contains 
what we think is a balanced approach 
for meeting State and local govern
ments' needs in providing assistance to 
the homeless through a network of 
nonprofit sponsors. My colleagues on 
the housing subcommittee, Mr. VENTO 
and Ms. OAKAR, deserve much of the 
credit for their fine work in this area 
along with our chairman, Mr. GoNzA
LEZ. 

Mr. Chairman, there is one element 
our substitute does not contain. It 
doesn't have any pork. There are no 
raids on the Federal Treasury author
ized for projects in individual Mem
bers' districts. That cannot be said of 
the Gonzalez-McKinney proposal. In 
one instance, they allow the city of 
Boston to keep the proceeds from the 
sale of land which was originally pur
chased with urban renewal funds. I 
submit this money belongs to the Fed
eral Government and represents a $3.3 
million windfall to the city of Boston. 
In another case, they authorize a set
aside of section 8 funds and CDBG 
funds for one small new community in 
Texas. This particular new community 
has already received more than its fair 
share of Federal funds and it would re
ceive $45 million more under this pro
vision. In a third instance, Gonzalez
McKinney would forgive the interest 
on a debt owed to HUD by the Pitts
burgh Housing Authority. This is a 
contractual obligation and if the provi-
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sion is enacted, it would amount to a 
gift of $375,000 to Pittsburgh. 

Our substitute also modifies the 
UDAG Program. I must admit, Mr. 
Chairman, I have had reservations 
about the public need for this pro
gram. However, our bill would reau
thorize UDAG but with a 10-percent 
reduction in funding if the program is 
amended to provide a more equitable 
and fair distribution of program funds. 
Our substitute would do this by pro
viding a 50-50 split of program funds 
between projects selected under what 
has become to be known as project 
merit criteria. 

At the present time, there is no sepa
ration of UDAG funds into two sepa
rate pots. As a result, 40 percent of all 
UDAG dollars have gone to only 20 
large cities, most of them in the North 
and Midwest. If we include a quality of 
project test as one of the determining 
factors, localities from other sections 
of the country will have an opportuni
ty to compete. As I said, our substitute 
provides this opportunity for at least 
50 percent of the funds. The Gonzalez 
substitute would limit the quality of 
the project test to 35 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, as members of the 
authorizing committee, we believe we 
have met our obligation of recom
mending to the House an authoriza
tion bill containing specific program 
authorizations. We have tried to devel
op a balanced, well-rounded substitute 
while staying within the bounds of re
ality dictated to us by our still sub
stantial budget deficit. I believe we 
have succeeded. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LUNDINE]. 

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4746, legisla
tion which reauthorizes a number of 
vitally important housing programs 
and authorizes a small number of new 
programs and which is a substitute to 
H.R.l. 

This legislation is the result of liter
ally months of negotiations by Repub
lican and Democratic members and 
staff on the Housing Subcommittee 
and the Budget and Appropriations 
Committees. I believe that this legisla
tion, sponsored by the chairman of the 
Housing Subcommittee, Mr. GoNZALEZ, 
is a well-thought-out bill that has sup
port from both sides of the aisle here 
in the House and will ultimately have 
the support of crucial members of the 
Senate. 

Our legislation reauthorizes and in 
some instances modifies existing pro
grams. Community Development 
Block Grants are reauthorized for ex
ample. This program has been essen
tial to the redevelopment of many 
urban neighborhoods. The UDAG pro
gram is reauthorized and modified to 
improve the grant distribution formu
la. 

This legislation prohibits the imposi
tion of user fees on Freddie Mac and 
Fannie Mae mortgages, ensuring that 
mortgage funding will continue to be 
available to the greatest possible 
number of families seeking to pur
chase homes. In addition to the prohi
bition of user fees for these two pro
grams, H.R. 4746 places caps on fees 
for FHA mortgages and GNMA securi
ties. 

Because my district is primarily a 
rural one, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to speak briefly about the rural hous
ing provisions contained in this meas
ure. Again, the legislation we are de
bating today accepts the funding 
levels for these programs which are 
outlined by the Budget Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot emphasize 
enough to you and the other members 
of this body how essential the continu
ation of Federal Housing Assistance is 
to people of low and moderate incomes 
who live in rural areas. Without these 
programs, there will be no way to fi
nance the purchase of homes by mod
erate income rural people and no way 
to build new rental housing for low
income people. This legislation reau
thorizes a number of rural housing 
programs, including contract author
ity for rental assistance payments, 
low-income home repair loans, and 
rural preservation grants. The last two 
programs, emphasizing as they do re
habilitation and repair, certainly make 
the best use of limited funding re
sources by providing the means for im
proving existing housing stock. With
out exception, these rural housing pro
grams represent a very small propor
tion of our Federal spending and serve 
a great number of needy people. Mr. 
Chairman, these and many other pro
grams contained in this legislation are 
truly "poor people" programs, serving 
the poorest of the poor in our country. 

Mr. Chairman, as I stated earlier, 
the bill before us today is the result of 
months of negotiation and compro
mise. This bill, more than the Republi
can alternative sponsored by Mr. 
WYLIE which will be debated later 
today, represents a viable and work
able vehicle for the reauthorization of 
these programs. I hope my colleagues 
will join me in supporting this bill. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MOLINARI]. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
am going to address one issue, and 
that is the serious issue involving a 
rent cap, but before I do so, I think 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN] has a time problem. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOLINARI. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise 
in strong support of the Housing Act 

of 1986, and I thank our colleagues for 
yielding time to all of us today, the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
McKINNEY] for his leadership as the 
ranking minority member of the Sub
committee on Housing and Communi
ty Development in developing and im
proving our major housing and com
munity development programs, along 
with the subcommittee's distinguished 
chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GONZALEZ]. 

The substitute that is being offered 
today, H.R. 4746, the Gonzalez-McKin
ney substitute, is the product of count
less hours of consultation and negotia
tion between the minority and majori
ty members of the House Committee 
on Banking and Urban Affairs. This 
measure is a fair and reasoned re
sponse to the urgent need to reauthor
ize these programs, many of which 
have been functioning under short
term extensions since the end of fiscal 
year 1985, last September. 

In rising in strong support of the 
Gonzalez-McKinney substitute in its 
entirety, I would like to take this op
portunity to commend the committee 
particularly for including a provision 
in this legislation which will allow 19 
U.S. cities to continue to compete for 
CDBG funding for 3 more years. 

Since 1983 cities classified as central 
cities for the purposes of being eligible 
for CDBG moneys have faced the 
threat of losing their entitlement 
status due to arbitrary criteria pro
mulgated by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. These regulations 
changed the method of defining cen
tral cities and/ or the fluctuations in 
populations in our cities in the years 
between the decennial censuses. The 
19 cities affected by these regulations 
have been caught up in a virtual 
catch-22-because their population 
has decreased, they are being deprived 
of the very funds they need to retain 
and attract businesses. Among the 19 
cities affected by the OMB regulations 
are the cities of Middletown and New
burgh in Orange County, New York. 
As the Representative of the city of 
Middletown and the former Repre
sentative of the city of Newburgh, I 
know that I speak for all the constitu
ents in our Mid-Hudson Valley region 
when I thank the Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs Committee for rec
ognizing the significant work that has 
been accomplished and can continue 
to be executed with vital CDBG fund
ing. These two cities have worked ex
tremely hard to overcome both region
al and national problems. In Middle
town alone CDBG moneys have con
tributed to changing the face of our 
town. The repaving of streets, the in
stallation of street lamps, the revital
ization of the old railroad station, re
habilitation of old housing to make it 
habitable-all of these projects paid 
for in part with CDBG moneys have 
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helped Middletown enter into a new 
era, an era of growth and prosperity 
which will ultimately benefit the 
entire region. I am hopeful that the 3-
year extension of the central cities 
status included H.R. 4746, will allow 
these 19 cities sufficent time to ex
plore alternate funding options and 
for Congress to examine the possibili
ty of a more permanent solution. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support the McKinney-Gonzalez sub
stitute to H.R. 1 and to vote in favor 
of final passage. 

0 1800 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOLINARI. Yes; I am happy to 

yield. 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I understand the two gentlemen 

from New York and what they have 
said. I know they are going to support 
the bill. I have shared with these two 
gentlemen two amendments which 
would improve the legislation substan
tially, both in terms of liability and in 
providing increased funding for mod
ernization by setting that as a priority. 

I do hope and I know they will con
sider and, I hope, favorably consider 
those amendments, regardless of the 
vote on the final passage of the legis
lation. 

Mr. MOLINARI. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to address an issue relating to 
public housing which is essential to 
the future of our program, that is the 
need to restore maximum rents for 
public housing. Last year I introduced 
legislation which would allow housing 
authorities, at their discretion and 
with the approval of the Secretary of 
HUD, to establish maximum rents for 
units they operate. I would urge that 
we give our approval to those provi
sions when we consider this bill. 

In the past, our Government has 
seen the benefit of an economic mix of 
tenants in public housing. Unfortu
nately, however, we have not always 
paid due attention to this consider
ation. Prior to 1981, public housing au
thorities had the flexibility to estab
lish rent schedules which could in
clude maximum rents. The Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, 
however, established a rent of 30 per
cent of gross income for new tenants, 
with rents for current tenants increas
ing 1 percent until that figure was 
reached, and eliminated a public hous
ing rent cap. There are many well-in
tentioned Members of both Houses of 
Congress that removed the prior rent 
cap on the theory that, due to the lack 
of Federal financing and new housing 
developments, existing units should be 
set aside for those on the lowest 
income rung of the ladder. 

It sounds, at first consideration, that 
this is the logical and compassionate 
course to take. However, the reality of 

the consequences will prove to be dis
astrous to our public housing program. 

Because of the lack of maximum 
rents, working low-income families are 
moving out of public housing. Yet, 
these tenants are vitally important to 
the overall social and financial viabili
ty of our public housing. In order to 
provide and maintain stable housing 
facilities, it is necessary to have a mix 
of income levels. In fact, the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 
1974 adopted a cross-section of income 
as an objective in federally assisted 
housing. Lower inciome and working 
families provide stability and serve as 
role models for the community. If we 
continue to force these families to 
leave public housing because of the 
heavy rent burden we have placed on 
them, we will be left with concentra
tions of the very poor. Studies have 
shown that maintenance costs will in
crease and, more importantly, the 
social fabric and balance of public 
housing and the surrounding neigh
borhoods will be undermined. Unfortu
nately, I have seen this occur in my 
own congressional district. 

Ironically, although the 30-percent 
ratio was instituted as a means to in
crease rent revenues and lower Feder
al operating subsidies, just the oppo
site will occur. Lower income families 
contribute a disproportionately high 
amount of rental income. Should 
these families be replaced with ten
ants in the lowest income level, rent 
revenues will decrease and force 
higher Federal subsidies. For example, 
the New York City Housing Authority 
estimates that it may lose up to $47 
million in rental income, an amount 
which must be made up in Federal 
subsidies. Various other housing au
thorities also project a loss of rent rev
enues. The loss of a rent cap does not 
affect rental income for larger au
thorities only. Small, rural authorities 
report that they are being affected by 
increasingly higher vacancy rates, and 
therefore rent revenues are decreas
ing. 

It is important to note that these 
working families are still in need of as
sistance and, in fact, housing studies 
have shown that there is a critical 
shortage of available housing for 
lower income families. Many of these 
tenants are facing a severe economic 
burden in paying their mandated 
rents. For example, a New York City 
single working mother with three chil
dren who earns $21,400 a year must 
pay $500 per month rent. After de
ducting social security, Federal, State, 
and city income taxes, transportation 
costs, and rent, this family is forced to 
live on only $9,500-which falls below 
the poverty level for a family of four 
and may even be lower than the cash 
value of assistance provided welfare 
families. 

The need for a maximum rent for 
public housing has been recognized by 

those who have day-to-day experience 
with public housing. Housing authori
ties across the country-including At
lanta, Denver, Baltimore, Hartford, 
Louisville, Portland, and many smaller 
authorities-favor restoring maximum 
rents. Legislation I introduced last 
year related to the issue has been co
sponsored by members of both parties 
hailing from diverse areas of the coun
try. 

Let me conclude by saying that, 
should the public housing rent cap not 
be approved by Congress, there will be 
no winners-only losers. If working 
tenants leave public housing, they will 
be replaced by tenants who, in many 
cases, have no earned income whatso
ever and pay very little rent; housing 
decay and abandonment follow; Feder
al subsidies increase substantially; and 
instead of providing available housing 
for the most needy, we are contribut
ing to the demise and rapid disappear
ance of decent housing units for every
one. 

While the theory of providing hous
ing only for those in the lowest income 
brackets sounds appealing, the reality 
is that it just does not work. If you 
care about the long-term future of our 
public housing and want to provide a 
stable environment for our public 
housing tenants, support the provi
sions which will once again give public 
housing authorities the discretion to 
establish maximum rents. 

I want to report that I am very 
grateful to the chairman, the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ], to 
the ranking member of the full com
mittee, the gentleman from Connecti
cut [Mr. McKINNEY], and also to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BARTLETT], who have advised me just 
before I took to the well that they are 
going to change their provision to con
form so that there will not be a 5-year 
limitation. 

Did I understand that correctly? I 
thought that is what the gentleman 
from Texas told me. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOLINARI. Yes; I am happy to 
yield to my colleague. I may have mis
understood. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I will be of
fering an amendment which is a liv
ability title with a series of reforms. 
The ceiling reform was one that the 
gentleman has worked on for several 
years and it is a good reform and I had 
included that in my original title. I do 
plan to offer it as a part of that liv
ability title without the 5-year limita
tion. 

Mr. MOLINARI. All right. I have 
not seen that provision, so I will with
draw that portion and not put any
body on the spot. 
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The fact is I am grateful, I am grate

ful to those who recognize this as a se
rious problem. I ask the body and par
ticularly those who will be conferees 
to carry this very important message 
when we go to conference. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle
man for yielding. I appreciate the co
operation that I have received from 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. It 
is the right thing to do. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. HILER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILER. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to H.R. 1, as amended by the substi
tute package contained in H.R. 4746. 
While this substitute package is far 
better than the old, seriously flawed 
H.R. 1, it still makes a mockery out of 
our efforts to make substantive budg
etary reforms to bring the federal defi
cit under control. 

This bill, which I kindly refer to as 
the Subsidized Housing Glut and 
Budget Busting Act of 1986, author
izes five new programs and is three
quarters of a billion dollars over 1985 
levels. It does this in spite of the fact 
that the committee overwhelmingly 
passed an amendment establishing the 
proposition that aggregate funding for 
housing programs authorized in the 
bill should not exceed 1985 levels. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
we can greatly improve the availability 
and affordability of low and moderate 
income housing in this country with
out the levels proposed in this bill. 
Many of the programs are without 
merit, and should either be eliminated 
or reduced. 

For instance, there is not, in my 
mind, a shortage of low-income subsi
dized housing-there's only a shortage 
of affordable housing and H.R. 1, in its 
current form, does nothing to correct 
this problem. Near the end of 1985, 
the national vacancy rate for low
income housing stood at 6.8 percent, 
the highest in 18 years. Yet H.R. 1 
would continue rental housing starts 
which are already at their highest 
levels since the early 1970's. 

We could make available a greater 
number of low-income units by shift
ing from housing development action 
grants to the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program. My colleague from Florida, 
Mr. McCoLLUM, will be offering an 
amendment to redirect our limited 
Federal resources to those housing 
programs which are more cost effec
tive. His amendment will provide more 
housing for less cost-something I'm 
sure we all agree is prudent and neces
sary. 

The administration voucher propos
al would also make Federal housing 
programs more cost-effective. Vouch-

ers are cheaper than new construc
tion-$19,000 for 30 years of housing 
compared with $55,000 for FmHA sec
tion 515 or HUD section 202-and they 
are better for recipients because of 
their flexibility. Yet without justifica
tion, H.R. 1 merely continues the 
voucher program as a demonstration 
program, and does not authorize any 
vouchers. 

Even more disturbing is the fact that 
H.R. 1 continues the controversial 
UDAG Program in spite of evidence 
that the program is targeted to politi
cally affluent commercial developers 
rather than the needy. Program funds 
are distributed without equity, and the 
program has resulted merely in the re
distribution of economic investment 
from one community to another. The 
committee made no attempt to even 
reform this wasteful program. 

Last, the committee is well aware 
that the CDBG Program could be re
duced substantially while still meeting 
the program's objective of expanding 
economic opportunities for low-income 
Americans. By cutting excessive ad
ministrative costs and encouraging 
greater private sector involvement, the 
CDBG Program could increase its ef
fectiveness at lower costs to the tax
payers. Yet H.R. 1 fails to make any 
necessary reforms in the program. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1 does not in
crease our commitment to adequate 
and affordable housing for the needy. 
It merely exhibits our disregard for 
fiscal responsibility. In the long run, 
H.R. 1 only serves to undermine Fed
eral housing programs, and I urge my 
colleagues to reject the measure in its 
present form. 

Mr. HILER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support today of the Wylie substitute 
to the Housing Act of 1985. It seems 
that a day doesn't pass when some
one-Republican or Democrat-comes 
to the well and exclaims the awesome 
evils of deficit spending and decries 
our failed attempts to come to grips 
with it. 

And, of course, they are right. Our 
current deficit is over $200 billion and 
our total debt as a Nation is $1.9 tril
lion. While economic growth will put 
our deficit on a downward trend, re
straint in spending is a necessity. 

But too often, it is like what Mark 
. Twain said: Everybody talks about the 
weather, but nobody does anything 
about it. 

We have an opportunity here to do 
something about the deficit, however, 
and to reduce it without abandoning 
our Nation's commitment to helping 
those who need our help-the poor, 
the elderly, and the disadvantaged, 
whether they live in our cities or in 
rural America. 

And we need not abandon our will
ingness to help small communities and 
large cities maintain a pace of develop
ment that keeps them alive and grow
ing so that people can find jobs, small 

businesses can thrive, and citizens can 
take pride in their neighborhoods, 
towns, and cities. 

We can accomplish all this and still 
save about $6 billion by rejecting the 
idea that this is the time to fund and 
embark on new programs, for clearly it 
is not. We can do this by recognizing 
that there are less expensive-but 
better-ways of providing these serv
ices. And we can do this with the 
healthy precision of the scapel, not 
the carnage of the ax. 

The Wylie substitute offers funding 
for 101,500 new housing units-help 
above and beyond the 97,000 units now 
in the pipeline for urban areas alone, 
and the 5.7 million units currently in 
operation throughout America. 

It provides well over $2 billion in de
velopment funds, keeps our public 
housing authorities operating, offers 
special assistance to the elderly, con
tinues the rural housing programs, 
helps neighborhoods work to help 
themselves, offers assistance to the 
homeless, and authorizes funds for re
habilitating units in need of repair. In 
short, the substitute does the job and 
does it well, but recognizes that the 
future and current citizens of this 
Nation can no longer afford the frills 
of past years. 

One way the substitute meets the 
need while saving money is through 
the use of housing vouchers. Vouchers 
are a more efficient, less bureaucratic 
way of providing housing assistance. 
Vouchers rely on the true market 
price of housing in a given area, so 
that participants have an incentive to 
shop and to save, and landlords have 
an incentive to keep the prices down. 
With vouchers, we can continue to 
provide housing, but at less cost to the 
taxpayer, and that is the kind of inno
vative idea our Government needs. 

We also need to take a hard and 
sometimes painful look at what works 
and what does not. The time to retire 
the Urban Development Action Grant 
Program is upon us. With this in mind, 
when we begin the amending process, 
perhaps next week, I intend to offer 
an amendment to eliminate the UDAG 
program. 

There will be efforts to resuscitate 
the program by revising the formula 
for distributing funds among the thou
sands of communities vying for money, 
but the fact remains that the approxi
mately $300 million we expect the tax
payers to spend on UDAG's cannot be 
fairly distributed or well spent. 

First, we cannot call this a national 
program. Since the program first dis
tributed funds in 1978, four States
Alaska, Hawaii, Nevada, and Wyo
ming-have not received any UDAG 
funds. Twenty-five States have re
ceived less than $40 million during the 
7-year history of UDAG's, and New 
York State alone has received more 
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UDAG money than the combined 
awards made to those same 25 States. 

The top six UDAG recipients-New 
York, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, New Jersey, and Michigan-have 
been awarded a total of about $1.8 bil
lion. Yet, if you added up the UDAG's 
awarded to all of the rest of the 
States, the total would be just over 
$1.9 billion. In short, six States have 
received about the same amount as 
the rest of the Nation combined. 

Second, it is not at all clear that 
UDAG's have worked to draw private 
funds to projects that otherwise would 
not be built. The history of UDAG's is 
filled with examples of grants for 
shopping centers, hotels, corporate 
headquarters, condominiums, and, yes, 
even some "dockominiums" and a 
sightseeing boat. These are projects 
that should, and probably would, be 
built based on good development and 
marketing plans drawn from sound 
business principles-not because of 
UDAG dollars from taxpayers hun
dreds of miles away. 

Third, one of the selection criter
ium-and purposes)-of UDAG's is to 
create jobs. Yet, a 1985 HUD study in
dicates that ony 35 percent of the per
manent jobs UDAG applicants said 
would be created have actually been 
created thus far. 

I don't argue that some good has 
been done for a few communities, 
mine included, but too often UDAG's 
fund developments that would have 
taken place without a subsidy, create 
bogus jobs, or revisit the same commu
nities time and time again while other 
cities and towns receive little or no 
benefit from the investment. 

We are long past reaching the 
bottom of our pockets. Certainly, we 
can still say "yes" to those who truly 
need our help in meeting their basic 
shelter needs, and the Wylie substi
tute does. But we must now say "no" 
to hotels, motels, "Dockominiums" 
and Marina's, to UDAG's that con
struct corporate headquarters. 

I urge this body to support the 
Wylie substitute, but I also ask that 
you join with me in ending a program 
that helps the few at the expense of 
the many; that ceased serving any 
useful purpose it once may have had 
some time ago. Thank you. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3% minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH.] 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

First of all, I would like to say to the 
chairman of our subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoN
ZALEZ], that I of course respect him 
very much, because he is one of the 
most dedicated, hard working and de
termined Members of our body. With
out his work, this bill would not be 
here on the floor. 

I also want to recognize our ranking 
member, the gentleman from Con-

necticut [Mr. McKINNEY], who prob
ably knows more about housing issues 
than anyone else in the country. 

I want to recognize the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], my good 
friend, who introduced the substitute 
that I think this entire body is going 
to work for and vote for. It is a real 
blessing I think to the Nation, to the 
media and to the taxpayers of this 
country; so I congratulate all three 
gentlemen. 

I think the bill that we have before 
us is well crafted legislation. It is 
scaled back from the version of the 
housing authorization that we origi
nally had. While it is an improvement, 
when you analyze the legislation you 
find that the Wylie substitute will de
liver more quality housing to more low 
income people in a more cost-effective 
manner. That is why I endorse the 
Wylie substitute, because I think it is 
the right approach. 

The Wylie substitute provides clear 
priorities, in contrast to the committee 
bill which merely sets aggregate 
spending limits and allows actual deci
sionmaking to other committees of the 
Congress. 

So I think we in the Banking Com
mittee if we go the route of the bill 
that we have before us, we are really 
abdicating our responsibility. I do not 
think we should do that, I do not 
think we can do that. 

The committee bill reauthorizes the 
HODAG program, a costly subsidized 
new comtruction program which costs 
$76,000 a unit. HODAG originally 
aimed at rental markets that had low 
vacancies rates. In the first year of the 
program, only 7 out of 141 projects 
went to cities with a vacancy rate of 
under 3 percent. 

What I particularly like and wish to 
recommend to this body, which is in 
the substitute of the gentleman from 
Ohio, is a provision which unties hous
ing vouchers from the rental rehabili
tation program. This was an amend
ment that I offered in the full commit
tee, in the Banking Committee, during 
markup on H.R. 1. Unfortunately it 
was dropped in the substitute version 
which we have here on the floor 
today. 

I will again at the request of numer
ous Members of this body offer a 
voucher amendment to the Gonzalez 
substitute at the appropriate time. 

We want to encourge vouchers. This 
is a concept that has worked well. We 
have had pilot projects in Green Bay, 
WI, and South Bend, IN. They do 
work. Vouchers are the wave of the 
future in housing for two reasons; be
cause you can help more people and 
second, you do that at a time when we 
have finite Government dollars. 

0 1815 
Vouchers offer freedom of choice to 

the low-income families and are less 
costly and more efficient than new 

construction programs. That is why we 
have to go the route of the voucher 
program. 

By eliminating the current require
ment that vouchers be used in connec
tion with rental rehab programs, we 
can give them a fair test to those 
people who say they have not been 
fairly tested. I think the results are 
going to be a foregone conclusion. 

But when all has been said and done, 
the reason I like the Wylie substitute 
is not only because we can help more 
people, because we can do it with less 
dollars, but at a time when we have 
$200 billion deficits, this bill is calling 
for $35 billion more than the Presi
dent has requested. It is going $3.6 bil
lion over fiscal year 1987. No one has 
ever heard of Gramm-Rudman-Hol
lings. 

This is why we have to have this 
particular bill. Anybody who votes for 
this bill, my friends, has got to wear a 
button that says "I am a budget 
buster." That is why we have to go 
along with the Wylie substitute. I 
think it is only fair to the low-income 
people and to the people who benefit 
from these programs, and also to the 
American taxpayer. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. MITCHELL]. 

Mr. MICHELL. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
compliment our distinguished chair
man and, of course, I rise in very firm 
support of the legislation that is 
before us. 

It was a very frustrating experience 
to be a member of the Housing Sub
committee and of the Banking Com
mittee and year after year not be able 
to articulate a housing policy. What 
was happening was that we were being 
folded into the Budget Committee rec
onciliation but we did not have an op
portunity to articulate a housing 
policy, and this legislation before us 
certainly gives us that opportunity. 

There is no question in anyone's 
mind about the essential role that 
housing plays not only in the life of a 
community but in the life of an indi
vidual. I live in an area which is fairly 
comfortable, but I took around in my 
area and I see the conditions under 
which certain people live and I say, 
"They cannot be good citizens; they 
cannot succeed," and I submit to my 
colleagues that the Federal Govern
ment has a mandate and a responsibil
ity to provide decent, affordable hom;
ing for people. 

In all of the national publications 
there has been a great deal of praise 
about the rebirth of cities and, indeed, 
there has been a rebirth in many, 
many cities, but I tell my colleagues 
that would not have been accom
plished had we not had community de
velopment block grants and had we 
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not had UDAG. It simply would not 
have happened. 

You come over to my city of Balti
more and all of you revel in the glories 
of Harbor Place over there. Harbor 
Place would not be in existence if we 
did not have a UDAG and a Communi
ty Development Block Grant Program. 

I like this legislation. I like the in
clusion of the Nehemiah plan, which 
is certainly one of the most innovative 
things that has come down the pike in 
a long period of time. 

We talk about budget busting. I am 
aware of a button called A Budget 
Buddy, because there are no sums au
thorized in this, to my undestanding. 
How do you bust something when you 
do not have any money authorized for 
it. Indeed, what has happened is that 
we have cut back so badly in terms of 
housing that we are at least $3 billion 
below where we were last year. It does 
not make sense to make this budget 
more important than the lives of 
human beings. 

My good friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] has a substitute, 
and I must tell my colleagues very can
didly that I have some problems with 
giving vouchers the preeminent posi
tion. Maybe they do work in Green 
Bay, WI. They have not worked in my 
city of Baltimore. A voucher system 
works if you have an adequate supply 
of sound housing, and very few large 
cities have an adequate supply of 
sound housing. I worry about this idea 
of placing everything on vouchers, or 
weight on vouchers, and very little in 
terms of new construction. 

Also, as I understand it, the gentle
man's substitute will tilt the scales in 
favor of more modernization as op
posed to new housing starts. That 
gives me considerable concern. 

I walk in every city where I go and I 
look at public housing. We need mod
ernization, but I will tell my colleagues 
right now, we can put as much money 
as we want in modernization and it 
will not keep pace with the demand 
for new, low-income housing. I think 
you are tilting the scales in the wrong 
direction, Mr. BARTLETT and Mr. 
WYLIE, but I will be listening to your 
debate on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge fantas
tic support for the legislation before 
us. 

In my last 10 seconds, Mr. GoNZALEZ, 
you amaze me with your perseverance, 
your sagacity and your tenacity. 
Thank you for having all three of 
those measures. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. BARNARD]. 

Mr. BARNARD. I thank the gentle
man for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, first, I wish to honor 
·Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. McKINNEY for 
their efforts to produce a compromise 
on this most difficult housing situa
tion in H.R. 4746, which I understand 

will be offered as a substitute to H.R. 
1. I deeply share many of their con
cerns over what will happen to low
cost, public housing and the many, in 
need, that it serves. 

However, I believe even the substi
tute can be greatly improved-to the 
final benefit of those truly in need. 
They are the ones we must surely pro
tect in this era of tight funding. 

First, we have to make the system 
more efficient. This means we should 
encourage broader use of rehabilita
tion and modernization, rather than 
new construction. Second, we should 
also encourage vouchers for obtaining 
alternative housing instead of the 
more cost consuming certificates. 
Third, we must deal in a more busi
ness-like manner to assure that only 
the truly eligible obtain low-cost 
public housing. When we do not get 
this kind of assurance, with present 
budget constraints, it is undoubtedly 
the truly needy who come up with the 
short end of the stick. Fourth, urban 
development assistance grants
UDAG's-need to be distributed more 
broadly around the country than is 
the case under H.R. 4746. I also be
lieve any bill we produce should im
prove the quality of selection in 
UDAG grants. 

I hope during the amending process 
we will give favorable consideration to 
all these concepts which will make the 
Housing Act a more workable instru
ment of public policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am especially con
cerned over section 210 of H.R. 4746 
on public housing disposition and dem
olition. This section amends current 
section 18(b) of the Housing Act of 
1937 in such a manner as to make it 
even more difficult than ever for local 
housing authorities and HUD to au
thorize the disposition of even heavily 
deteriorated facilities. Indeed, I might 
almost go so far as to say the amend
ments will make it impossible to dis
pose of them. 

I am a ware of the concerns ex
pressed by the authors of H.R. 4746. 
These are that, because of Federal 
budget restraints, it is more difficult 
to replace units from projects that are 
being disposed. 

The stock that they seek to protect 
with amendments in section 210 would 
require 1-for-1 replacement of public 
housing units. Further, the replace
ments would have to be funded in ad
vance by the public housing authori
ties. 

I realize there are certain limited 
"escape" clauses in section 210 of H.R. 
4746 related to the section 8 payment 
assistance for alternate housing. 
These could be used if 1-for-1 replace
ment units were not available. Never
theless, these seem inadequate since 
the bottom line will be inflexibility for 
the housing authorities and HUlJ. The 
"escape" clauses are simply too tightly 
drawn. They do not-and probably 

cannot-take into consideration the 
many, many factors best left to the 
case-by-case decisionmaking abilities 
of the local housing authorities and, 
ultimately, HUD. 

This is especially true if we are talk
ing about advance funding for replace
ment units, 1-for-1. That provision re
moves the options for modernization 
and rehabilitation plans currently 
being pursued by some PHA's with 
units in need of repair. This is so be
cause at least part of the funding for 
such rehabilitation, modernization or 
replacement could not be available 
until the existing units were disposed 
of. In other words, part of the money 
for rehabilitation, modernization, and 
replacement is actually generated by 
disposition. 

Even now, these housing authorities 
and HUD are far from free-handed in 
disposing of projects, and section 210 
would tie them completely to unrealis
tic expectations. 

Most of us are fully aware of situa
tions where this inflexibility is just 
not appropriate. There are circum
stances where the dwelling units 
simply are no longer habitable or will 
be that way soon. Further, there are 
circumstances where other public pur
poses-for community needs, not high
cost housing-should at least be able 
to be balanced against the condition of 
a given project. This balancing could 
not happen with adoption of section 
210. 

I hope that during the amendatory 
process, we can fashion more flexible 
requirements for disposition and dem
olition while assuring that the public 
housing agencies which might be af
fected would have to certify a plan for 
the provision of other decent, safe, 
sanitary, and affordable housing to 
tenants who would be displaced. 

I cannot stress enough that, in my 
opinion, we need a highly workable 
and realistic piece of legislation this 
year, and that, though the provisions 
of H.R. 4 7 46 are a good place to start, 
we still have our work cut out for us in 
the days to come to improve that 
product. 

0 1825 
Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. WORTLEY]. 

Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Chairman, soon 
this Chamber will debate and, I hope, 
enact a long-awaited housing bill. I 
serve on the Housing and Community 
Development Subcommittee, and I 
commend both the majority and mi
nority leadership for settling many of 
the controversies which have prevent
ed a housing bill from being brought 
to the floor. I believe that H.R. 4746 
could, and needs to be improved, but 
at least the full House is now in a posi
tion to debate and amend a compre
hensive housing bill. In addition to 
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these positive developments, the 
Senate has been responsive and is 
working on a housing bill of its own. I 
urge expeditious action by both Cham
bers. 

The reasons we need a comprehen
sive housing bill are numerous. Since 
September of last year, the House has 
reauthorized housing programs piece
meal on an ad hoc basis. Besides con
suming valuable time in this Chamber, 
legislating in this manner has led to 
many problems. Programs such as the 
Federal Home Administration mort
gage insurance, Federal flood insur
ance, the community development 
block grant, the urban development 
action grant, and others have tempo
rarily lapsed or been on the brink of 
lapsing. Individuals served by these 
programs have been left confused and 
uncertain of their future. Further
more, House Members have not been 
able to have an overall view of Federal 
housing programs, which is necessary 
to provide a proper and timely re
sponse to our Nation's housing needs. 

Congress must continue its commit
ment of providing housing assistance 
for lower income and disadvantaged 
people. Not everyone is endowed with 
the gifts necessary to provide ade
quately for themselves and, in many 
cases, their families. Others have just 
been unfortunate enough to hit a 
rough spot in life; prolonged unem
ployment; a debilitating injury or 
handicap; the mental and physical 
problems associated with old age. 
Whatever the case, clean, safe, and af
fordable housing is often a scarce com
modity. Through efficient utilization 
of its formidable powers and resources, 
the Federal Government has a major 
role to play in insuring that the citi
zens of this country are properly 
housed. 

Unfortunately, the administration's 
proposed budget for 1987 was overly 
harsh on community development and 
rental assistance programs. In my 
views, these programs have already 
taken their fair share of reductions, 
both in decreased appropriations over 
the last few years and through the 
recent Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
budget cuts. While this is no time to 
significantly expand expenditures in 
any sector of the Federal budget, I 
don't believe it is necessary or fair to 
decimate housing programs which are 
serving their intended purpose. 

I would also like to address a small, 
but important provision in the bill 
which would require procedures to 
allow rural borrowers, at their option, 
to have the availability of an escrow 
account for the purpose of taxes, in
surance, and other necessary expenses. 
I proposed this amendment during 
markup of the committee bill because 
this option would benefit all parties 
concerned. The municipalities would 
be better able to collect their tax pay
ments; the Federal Government would 

be able to protect its loan; and the 
rural borrower would be able to 
budget and pay small monthly tax 
payments rather than a large lump 
sum at the end of the year. I am 
pleased that this provision will be in
cluded in the housing bill, and I thank 
my colleague from Connecticut for his 
work in this matter. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would 
also like to bring to the attention of 
my colleagues an amendment which I 
intend to offer when the housing bill 
is before the full House for consider
ation. The amendment would establish 
a demonstration program with the 
Federal Housing Administration for 
home equity conversions designed to 
benefit elderly homeowners. Home 
equity conversion is one way older 
Americans who own their own homes 
can obtain additional disposable 
income while remaining in their resi
dences. Nearly 16 million Americans 
over the age of 65 live in single-family 
homes, and 80 percent own their 
homes outright according to the 1980 
annual housing survey. Almost 65 per
cent of all elderly poor are homeown
ers with substantial assets in their 
homes. 

What is needed is a mechanism with 
adequate consumer safeguards that 
will permit elderly homeowners the 
option of converting their equity to 
cash. My amendment would authorize 
a demonstration program with FHA 
insurance to get at the issue. Since 
widespread home equity conversions 
involving the elderly are virtually non
existent, a demonstration program 
makes the most sense until adequate 
data can be gathered and the private 
sector can take over. 

The concept of home equity conver
sion for the elderly has been endorsed 
by the American Association of Re
tired People, the 1981 White House 
Conference on the Aging, and the 
Older Americans Consumer Coopera
tive, among others. Home equity con
version is not for everyone, but it rep
resents another option for elderly 
housing that should be tried. 

I commend my colleagues for 
moving this housing bill to the floor 
for action. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, 
may I inquire how much time we have 
remaining on this side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] has 9% 
minutes remaining, the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY] 
has 8 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] has 24 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
the District of Columbia [Mr. FAUNT
ROY]. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, I 
am pleased to join with the distin
guished chairman of our Subcommit
tee on Housing and Community Devel-

opment, Mr. GoNzALEZ, and the distin
guished ranking minority member of 
that subcommittee, Mr. McKINNEY, in 
urging support for this very responsi
ble, bipartisan substitute to H.R. 1, 
the housing bill. 

The substitute, H.R. 4746, embodies 
five titles, all of which are important 
improvements to programs adminis
tered by our Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. I am particu
larly encouraged by the reauthoriza
tion of HOD-assisted housing pro
grams in title II, the assistance that is 
provided for homeless and displaced 
persons under title IV, and the assist
ance provided to families with single
family housing in certain depressed 
areas, as provided in title V. 

Next week, when we consider H.R. 
4746, I intend to offer an amendment 
which I believe will further improve 
the bill. The principal aim of my 
amendment is to encourage the con
version from government-managed 
public housing to resident-managed 
public housing. 

Many local government authorities 
are poor landlords. Government man
agers typically work an 8-hour day, are 
not on site, and have no real stake in 
the condition of the property. As a 
result, in some jurisdictions, public 
housing is among the worst managed 
and most poorly maintained of any 
housing. 

Resident management seems to be 
the wave of the future. Experimental 
Resident Management Programs have 
been carried out in Boston, New Or
leans, and St. Louis. More recently, 
the District of Columbia has been the 
site of a successful Resident Manage
ment Program. 

The Kenilworth-Parkside public 
housing project in Washington, DC, 
was similar to many big city public 
housing projects. Many of its residents 
failed to regularly pay rent. The prop
erty had become run down. Overflow
ing trash dumpsters housed rats, and 
many vacant apartments housed drug 
dealers. According to the residents, 
their units, at that time, rarely had 
heat and hot water. 

In March of 1982, after a 2-year 
training program, the residents of 
Kenilworth-Parkside formed a non
profit corporation to assume manage
ment of their apartments. The results 
of their first 3 years have been noth
ing short of amazing. Rent collection 
has increased by 179 percent. On-site 
administrative costs have dropped by 
60 percent, and expenditures for rou
tine maintenance have declined by 20 
percent. The Kenilworth resident 
managers appear to have halted the 
deterioration of their homes and 
brought income to their housing 
project. A program that was once to
tally dependent on Government sup
port now no longer needs a Federal op
erating subsidy. 
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Kenilworth-Parkside and the other 

successful experiments in resident 
management demonstrate that ten
ants taking an active role in their 
project's management can produce 
conditions far better than those typi
cal in some public housing. The pride 
of residents in their own well-kept 
homes can not be matched or instilled 
by a distant government official. I 
hope the Members will support my 
amendment when we vote on H.R. 
4 7 46 next week. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from the District of Colum
bia [Mr. FAUNTROY] has expired. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from the District of Columbia and I 
hope he will yield to me. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Ohio. 

0 1835 
Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to congratulate the gentleman for his 
amendment, and I want the gentleman 
to know-and I said this in my .re
marks earlier-that I did put his 
amendment in my bill. It is an im
provement over an amendment which 
I offered a little earlier to H.R. 1 in 
the subcommittee, which was adopted. 

Does the gentleman recall that? 
Mr. FAUNTROY. I do recall that, 

and I appreciate that, and I hope the 
gentleman supports my amendment to 
H.R. 4746 as a result. 

Mr. WYLIE. We will support it. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman has expired. 
Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

an additional minute to the gentleman 
from the District of Columbia. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I want to compli
ment the gentleman and say that I 
have supported his amendment and 
his legislation, and plan to vote for 
and support his amendment to the bill 
next week, or when it comes up. 

I commend the gentleman both for 
his leadership in developing this legis
lation, which will improve the lives of 
tenants throughout this country, but 
also on his guts and his perseverence 
in sticking to his guns in ensuring that 
this kind of legislation would be 
brought to the floor, and hopefully 
will be passed and signed into law, and 
I commend the gentleman for his lead
ership. 

Mr. FAUNTROY. I certainly want to 
thank the gentleman for those re
marks, and I am sure that our col
league, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. KEMP] will be very much appreci
ative of it, and of the support that we 
are all going to get on this amendment 
when it comes up next week. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to enter 
into a brief colloquy with the gentle
man from California [Mr. ToRREs], 
simply stating that we have included a 
provision in H.R. 4746 that provide for 
timely payment of subcontractors. 
This provision is section 164. I wonder 
whether the gentleman from Califor
nia could provide some clarification 
here. I am concerned that this lan
guage will be interpreted to require 
general or prime contractors to pay 
their subcontractors regardless of 
whether they have received payment 
from the owner through HUD. Such 
an interpretation, whether by a court 
or by HUD through regulations, would 
be contrary to the general industry 
practice that the subcontractor is paid 
by the prime contractor after the 
prime contractor is paid by the owner. 

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, as the author of 
this provision, I assure the gentleman 
from Connecticut that it is not my 
intent to require general or prime con
tractors to pay their subcontractors 
regardless of whether they have re
ceived payment from the owner 
through HUD. The intent of the provi
sion is to ensure that prime contrac
tors pay their subcontractors in a 
timely manner once they have re
ceived payment from the owner. 

Mr. McKINNEY. I thank the gentle
man from California for that clarifica
tion. 

My WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BARTLETT], who has 
worked very hard, let me say, to devel
op this Wylie-Bartlett substitute, and 
who is very rapidly developing into a 
very preeminent expert on housing. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, I 
very much thank the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. WYLIE], the ranking 
member, for his kind words, and I very 
much admire and respect his leader
ship that he provides the committee 
on both sides of the aisle. 

I appreciate the additional time, it is 
a bit unusual, that the gentleman has 
offered. I recognize and would com
ment the obvious, that every one can 
tell from this House floor at this late 
hour, that this is not the best process 
to actually have a debate on the hous
ing issue before us. 

At some point, I know that others 
would agree in looking at this debate, 
it would be the best thing to do to 
have a debate on a piece of legislation 
like this on the day that we are actual
ly going to consider the bill; but never
theless, I think this legislation, some 
$18 billion in annual spending would 
be authorized; deserves a rather 
lengthy debate and some comments. 

The legislation itself was developed 
after lengthy debate and hearings and 
markups beginning on January 3, 
1985. The substitute that has been of
fered by my distinguished colleague 
from Texas [Mr. GoNZALEZ] and the 

gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
McKINNEY], I do have to say has some 
positives in it as well as some nega
tives. It is not the same legislation, 
both for good and ill, that was devel
oped by the Housing Subcommittee 
and the full banking Committee, but it 
did take some of the items that were 
developed by the committee in H.R. 1, 
as amended. 

The positives. It seems to me that 
the legislation makes some improve
ments in present law. it does, as I said 
earlier, contain a provision for compre
hensive grants. Now what that would 
mean is that would provide a major 
reform for the way in which we mod
ernize and repair and provide for mod
ernization funding for public housing 
authorities. It would require a mul
tiyear plan of every authority to bring 
their public housing all the way up to 
standard; that would be a comprehen
sive plan; it would provide for a reli
ability of funding, so the public hous
ing authority could count on knowing 
what kind of funding is available for 
modernization-that would be in a for
mula that would be determined by 
later legislation. This legislation would 
provide for a process to get to that for
mula, and then we would agree on the 
formula, and then we would agree on 
the formula at a subsequent time. 

Most importantly, Mr. Chairman, it 
would deregulate the repairs that are 
made in public housing. It would place 
the public housing authority in the 
business of bringing the housing stock 
up to code, and take HUD out of the 
business of having to approve every 
blueprint and every item and every 
change that is made. 

I would note, to my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, that when 
we go to the conference with the other 
body, if this bill gets to conference 
with the other body, this is the kind of 
provision which some would be tempt
ed to drop in conference. We have all 
been there before, and I would caution 
them not to consider doing that, be
cause it is this comprehensive grant 
reform that is one of those reforms 
that it seems to me could well become 
the engine that could drive this bill in 
to law, if it ever does become law. 

I would comment that there are 
other things that have to happen 
before that happens; we still have to 
come to grips on funding. The legisla
tion also prohibits user fees and ex
tends FHA, which is a positive. 

On the negative side, much remains 
to be done. There are three areas that 
I think need to be substantially 
changed from the bill that is before 
us. 

First of all, the legislation, the Gon
zalez-McKinney substitute does not at
tempt to make any priorities for public 
housing or assisted housing programs. 
It treats all priorities as they have 
been funded, and simply ratifies the 
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status quo, and thus we have the 
anomaly of authorizing some $945 mil
lion-which is the current appropria
tions level-to build 5,000 new units of 
public housing when there are almost 
a half a million units of public housing 
that are in dire need of repair. 

It seems to me the Congress is ready 
to set priorities in public housing, and 
the first priority ought to be modern
ization and repair. 

Second, the legislation affirms the 
status quo in the living conditions of 
tenants of public housing. Now that is 
not a funding issue; that is an area 
that needs improvement, not ratifica
tion of the status quo of the programs 
of the 1960's. 

Third, the funding is at such sums, 
which essentially says that we would 
continue at current levels of spending; 
and that is why I am supporting the 
Wylie substitute, that would provide 
essentially the same level of services, 
the same level of services for approxi
mately $5 billion less money. 

The reason that the Wylie substi
tute can do that is that it does it more 
efficiently, it provides for a more rea
sonable and more efficient, less costly 
allocation of those same funds, so that 
the Wylie substitute, for example, can 
provide for an incremental number of 
units; of an additional 81,000 units of 
assisted housing in the urban areas, 
for $11 billion of the total bill versus 
the Gonzalez-McKinney substitute, 
which would provide only 94,000 incre
mental units, for a total cost of $15 bil
lion. 

I think it is time that Congress start 
acting smarter, and not just simply 
continue to allocate the programs, re
allocate the programs of the past. 

Mr. Chairman, I plan to offer in ad
dition to that, two very key amend
ments that I think will go to the heart 
of the matter of this legislation. The 
first one would be designed to replace 
the money that we are spending on 
new construction of a very small 
number of public housing units that 
provide primarily Members of Con
gress and local politicians the opportu
nity to cut a ribbon, to say that they 
provided new units of public housing 
and to take that money and to spend 
it on repair and modernization, which 
is where the real need is. 

Second, I will be offering a title, 
which is a title of a series of reforms 
many of which were adopted, most of 
which were considered by the Housing 
subcommittee; reforms designed to im
prove the living standards of those 
people who are using either section 8 
certificates or living in public housing. 

First, on the repair and moderniza
tion amendment. Let me share with 
the House some statistics which we 
have just obtained today. Preliminary 
information from the ABT study, 
which we are in the process of finish
ing at HUD, that is designed to be 
completed by August. 

The preliminary indication, and it is 
only preliminary, but it gives us a 
range, indicates what we all know to 
be true by looking at our individual 
districts; and that is, some 36 percent 
of the public housing units in this 
country, 459,000 units it is estimated, 
require repairs or modernization just 
to bring them up to standard; just to 
bring them up to decent, safe and sani
tary, 36 percent of the total require re
pairs. 

Of those 459,000, in fact, 65,000 it is 
estimated, are vacant today. The 
Boston Public Housing Authority has 
a 19-percent vacancy rate. The Newark 
Public Housing Authority has a 34-
percent vacancy rate. The Detroit 
Public Housing Authority has a 23-
percent vacancy rate. 

0 1845 
It is time to begin to place our prior

ities where we can do the most good; 
That is, to repair the current housing 
stock. 

What does this amendment do? 
First, it would restrict new construc
tion of public housing units them
selves to only one of three circum
stances. First, to finish public housing 
units that had been begun in prior 
years but were underfunded. Second, 
to replace those units that had been 
lost through demolition and disposi
tion in which the Secretary certifies 
that new units of public housing are 
required for their replacement. And 
third, to permit those public housing 
units that have 90 percent of their 
current units already up to standard 
or they are funded to be brought up to 
standard, to permit those public hous
ing authorities to apply for new con
struction. 

Second, this amendment would take 
the $860 million that remains in fiscal 
year 1986 appropriations and essen
tially to make it available for authori
zation for repair and modernization. 
In one step the Congress can virtually 
double the amount of funds that 
would be available for repair and mod
ernization. 

The amendment in fact would pro
vide that those funds would continue 
to be available if unexpended by the 
end of fiscal year 1986 and would con
tinue to be available in future years. 

I ask every Member of Congress just 
to think about your own State, your 
own district, your own city. If you 
have any question about the need for 
repair and modernization of public 
housing in this country, ask your 
housing authority, ask your city coun
cil. Better than that, ask the tenants 
who live in public housing who want 
the opportunity to live in decent, safe, 
and sanitary housing units. The fact is 
we can provide more units faster, less 
costly, more efficiently and with more 
compassion by emphasizing repair 
over new construction. 

The second amendment is entitled 
livability and employment. Most of 
the ideas, frankly, came from tenants 
themselves. This is not a funding 
issue. It will not cost anything. By and 
large, these reforms in fact will save 
money over a multiyear period of time. 
It is a bipartisan approach and a bi
partisan set of amendments, many of 
which were adopted by the committee, 
oftentimes on a division, and on a di
vided question. 

It falls into three areas. First, to im
prove the living environment of the 
residents of public housing themselves 
by providing them with a freedom of 
choice, an ability to control their own 
destiny. 

Therefore, we have a provision for 
portability of section 8 certificates, so 
that a person who has a section 8 cer
tificate living in one city in a standard 
metropolitan statistical area, if they 
get a job and want to move across 
town, they can move and use that cer
tificate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I have made avail
able for the RECORD a summary and 
exact copy of these amendments. 

The second approach or the second 
part of the livability amendment is to 
provide employment opportunities by 
eliminating those barriers in public 
housing laws and regulations that 
keep tenants from getting a job today. 

Third is to deregulate public housing 
authorities, to allow that independent
ly operated public housing authority 
with oversight and appointment by 
the local governments, to make their 
own decisions as far as how to operate 
the public housing authority. 

I want to pay particular attention
the gentleman from Georgia talked 
about the flexibility that is required in 
demolition and disposition-! want 
every Member of this House to look at 
their own situation and realize that 
some flexibility, more than is in the 
committee substitute, is required in 
demolition and disposition. So that, 
yes, the public housing authority 
would be required and should be, 
under my amendment, to replace 
those units for those tenants that are 
living there, but in fact to make it a 
reasonable requirement so that demo
lition and disposition can occur in an 
orderly way and that it can be re
placed with other units. In conclusion, 
both of these amendments do enjoy bi
partisan support. There is no reason to 
accept the status quo. 

We have entered into the debate 
over a long period of time and many 
hearings, and we have discovered that 
tenants will tell you that the Con
gress, if it will, can improve the status 



May 13, 1986 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 10501 
quo of public housing and assisted 
housing in this country. 

These amendments, with these 
amendments and others, in fact, this 
Congress can prove that we are up to 
that task. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding 
the additional time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] has 10 min
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY] 8 min
utes; and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GONZALEZ] has 6% minutes re
maining. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE]. 

Mr. RIDGE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, although there have 
been no major housing bills considered 
by this body for some time, the hous
ing and community development needs 
of the Nation have certainly persisted, 
and unfortunately in parts of the 
country, obviously, have increased. 

After months of hard work by my 
colleagues on the committee and the 
appropriate subcommittee, but par
ticularly my colleagues from Texas 
[Mr. GoNZALEZ] and from Connecticut 
[Mr. McKINNEY] the House will final
ly consider its first omnibus housing 
bill in 3 years. 

The substitute provides for the con
tinuation of most of the housing pro
grams that have been in existence 
prior to this date. It preserves the vital 
economic development programs and 
opportunities offered to individuals 
and communities through the Commu
nity Development Block Grant Pro
gram, the Urban Development Action 
Grant Program. It provides in a rea
sonable and practical way additional 
housing needs for the low income, el
derly and poor. 

I must respectfully disagree with my 
colleagues who want to rely exclusive
ly on the voucher system for addition
al units. 

Clearly, housing vouchers have a 
place in some areas, but I do not be
lieve they are universally acceptable 
alternatives to meet the needs of all 
those families and individuals in need. 

For vouchers to work, there must be 
a high vacancy rate in rental housing, 
and certainly all localities do not meet 
that criterion. 

In my part of the country housing 
vouchers simply will not work in rural 
areas because there is simply not 
enough rental housing constructed. 

In many urban areas, although con
structed, the units are not available, 
they are occupied. 

Vouchers can only work as part of a 
housing mix and the Gonzalez-McKin
ney substitute provides a satisfactory 
and practical mix. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
substitute because it is a realistic com
promise that should be given the bi-

partisan support it deserves after 
many, many months of long and ardu
ous negotiations and compromise. 

I would like also to alert my col
leagues to an amendment that will be 
offered in the area of economic devel
opment. I am pleased to be offering an 
enterprise zone amendment along with 
a colleague on the Banking Commit
tee, the Congressman from New York, 
Mr. GARCIA. 

All my colleagues and all the Mem
bers should know that the full Com
mittee on Banking and Currency voted 
to include authorization for enterprise 
zones. However, the language was ini
tially deleted from the substitute ver
sion of the bill. 

Our amendment would authorize the 
Secretary of HUD to designate 100 en
terprise zones. It is important for my 
colleagues to note that 25 of the zones 
would have to be in rural areas. 

The language sets criteria for the 
zones and a procedure by which local 
government entities can nominate 
them. 

Clearly, the concept of enterprise 
zones has been well articulated on the 
floor in the past years and needs little 
explanation. Many in this Chamber 
and many of my colleagues listening 
can certainly identify communities at 
home where citizens and community 
leaders search for new initiatives to 
put their friends and their neighbors 
back to work. It is not just those from 
older industrial sections, it is not just 
those from the Northeast and the 
Midwest. Recent changes in high tech
nology businesses and the recent drop 
in oil prices highlight the fact that the 
fortunes of local economies can 
change rapidly and unpredictably. 

Those whose home areas are in 
pretty good shape, economic shape 
now, have low unemployment, should 
realize that no one and no place is 
immune from economic difficulty. 

The designation of enterprise zones 
would create a mechanism by which 
economic development efforts of all 
levels of government could be coordi
nated for areas most in need. At a time 
when Congress is reducing direct sup
port for local governments, enterprise 
zones would provide a new tool for 
local economic development. 

The amendment has the potential to 
create places of business to prosper in 
towns that have known too little pros
perity. I urge my colleagues to vote 
"yes" on the Garcia-Ridge enterprise 
zone amendment and to wholehearted
ly support and vote "yes" on the Gon
zalez-McKinney substitute housing 
bill. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI]. 

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to take this opportunity to em
phatically restate my support for a 
new housing bill in this Congress. It is 
well known that the present adminis-

tration does not believe in the impor
tance of urban development or afford
able housing, and does not truly care 
whether American families have the 
opportunity to buy and own their own 
homes. 

This attitude is terribly misguided. 
Approval of major housing legislation 
by this body will remind the President 
and his advisers that the Congress still 
believes in the American dream of 
homeownership, affordable rentals, 
economic development in the form of 
UDAG's and CDBG's, in FHA, and the 
scores of other worthwhile programs 
covered in this legislation. 

By passing a realistic housing bill, 
which adequately funds these pro
grams, we will be helping those who 
still genuinely need some assistance 
from the Government. I notice that an 
amendment may be offered on behalf 
of the administration to make substan
tial cuts in the funding for housing 
programs. I am sorry to see this, and I 
hope my colleagues will vote against 
this devastating measure. 

The administration and their sup
porters believe that America's urban 
and less-affluent areas can get by with 
an additional 47-percent cut in fund
ing for CDBG's, UDAG's, and others. 
Such a cut, along with the elimination 
of scores of existing programs, would 
mean an overall reduction of 9.1 per
cent in funding since 1980. With the 
deficit still looming large before us all, 
it is important to remember the tre
mendous cuts in housing that have al
ready taken place. Housing programs 
have taken their cuts, so lets look to 
the real sources of waste to reduce the 
deficits. 

I want to congratulate the chairman, 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, and the ranking minori
ty member, Mr. McKINNEY for bring
ing this needed legislation to the floor. 
I look forward to supporting a fair and 
responsible Housing bill. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, as an in
dication of bipartisan support here, I 
yield 2 minutes to my friend, the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT.] 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 4746, the 
Gonzalez-McKinney substitute to H.R. 
1. This bill authorizes a wide range of 
housing programs that are of critical 
importance to both rural and urban 
areas in this country that are strug
gling economically. 

My district, the Youngstown-Warren 
area of Ohio, has one of the highest 
unemployment rates in the country. 
While many areas of the country have 
benefited by the so-called economic re
covery, areas like mine continue to 
suffer. Programs, such as those au
thorized in this measure, provide areas 
like mine with the helping hand they 
so desperately need to help them
selves. And that is what we are talking 
about here today. Providing ailing 
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communities with the basics to help 
themselves. 

The Community Development Block 
Grant Program has been targeted for 
termination by the administration. 
Rather than eliminate this program
which has benefitted areas like mine 
tremendously-H.R. 4746 would retain 
the program in fiscal year 1987 for 
those communities that qualify. I rec
ognize the need to address the deficit 
problem. Without question, steps must 
be taken to streamline Federal pro
grams. But I do not believe that the 
wholesale elimination of programs 
such as the Community Development 
Block Grant Program or the Urban 
Development Action Grant Program is 
the right or just way to go. I do not 
argue the fact in some instances, com
munities and cities that perhaps were 
not in dire need or economic dire 
straits did, nonetheless, receive fund
ing. The purpose now, should be, and 
must be, to retarget these programs to 
those communities that are in dire 
need. I invite any one of my colleagues 
to tour my district and then tell me 
that these programs wouldn't help. 
Communities throughout the country 
are hurting and we can't turn our 
backs on them. 

I strongly support the provision in 
the bill amending the current selec
tion criteria for UDAG assistance. 
Under this provision, project merit 
will be given greater consideration. 
Also to be considered in determining 
project merit will be the extent to 
which grants leverage private invest
ment; the number of permanent jobs 
created or retained; the level of local 
government funding; the amount of 
low-income housing produced; and the 
impact which such aid would have on 
physical and economic development. I 
believe that these provisions are exact
ly what is needed to ensure that the 
funds expended in these programs are 
done so in a judicious fashion and in 
the most cost-effective way. As out
lined in H.R. 4746, the UDAG Pro
gram will be of enormous benefit to 
economically depressed areas and will 
provide communities with the econom
ic push needed to realize economic re
vitalization. 

Another important component to 
this bill that I'd like to mention in the 
Rehabilitation Loan Program. This 
program allows low to moderate
income families to have decent, afford
able housing. The measure also au
thorizes a whole slate of low-income 
housing programs that specifically 
target the most needy of our society: 
senior citizens, the handicapped, the 
disabled, the indigent, and the home
less. These individuals do not have a 
powerful lobby here in Washington. 
They do not have the financial re
sources to plead their case. We, here 
in Congress, are their only voice. Low
income housing programs such as sec
tion 8, housing vouchers, public hous-

ing development, rental rehabilitation 
and development grants, and public 
housing improvement grants allow 
this Nation's poor seniors, our indi
gent, and handicapped to live in 
decent housing. They provide hope 
and humanity for an otherwise forgot
ten group of Americans. 

The sad truth is that without these 
programs, low-income housing would 
quickly become a rare commodity and 
literally thousands of poverty stricken 
families and elderly would be without 
adequate housing. The sad truth is 
that without these government pro
grams, no incentive exists in the pri
vate sector to invest in low-income 
housing or housing projects for the 
disabled and handicapped. This legis
lation reflects this sad reality and is 
necessary. The bill provides much 
needed assistance to this Nation's 
homeless. The bill would supplement 
the efforts of State, local and charita
ble organizations that provide shelter 
and other assistance to the homeless. 

In a country as rich and as affluent 
as ours, it is an outrage and a disgrace 
that every year we have thousands of 
homeless individuals dying of expo
sure in the streets. We have senior citi
zens dying in their homes during the 
winter months because of no heat in 
their apartment building. H.R. 4746 
attempts to deal with this tragic prob
lem-a problem that is not confined to 
our urban areas. The bill authorizes 
vital rural housing programs that pro
vide much needed repair loans, hous
ing technical assistance grants, and 
farmworker rental housing assistance 
to America's ailing farm regions. 

In closing, I would like to state that 
this measure is one that is greatly 
needed to address the tragic realities 
of life in America. All is not coming up 
roses and we must recognize that. 
People in areas like northeast Ohio 
and western Pennsylvania are hurting. 
In our cities, senior citizens need af
fordable housing, as do single parents 
and poverty stricken families. 
Throughout the country, handicapped 
and disabled individuals deserve the 
opportunity to live in communities 
and be productive members of society. 
And I believe everyone in the Cham
ber is all too familiar with the tragic 
problems being experienced in our 
farm economy. 

These are the sobering realities we 
must deal with in 1986. We cannot 
turn our backs on these people-these 
problems won't go away simply by ig
noring them. Action must be taken 
and H.R. 4746 represents the most re
sponsible and sound action we, as a 
legislative body, could take. I urge all 
of my colleagues to support this im
portant legislative initiative and I 
would also like to commend Chairman 
GoNZALEZ for his career long commit
ment to this issue and for his leader
ship over the years. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GREEN], a powerful 
member of the Committee on Appro
priations. 

Mr. GREEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my 
appreciation to the Housing Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs for bring
ing us H.R. 1. 

At the outset of my remarks, let me 
acknowledge that I think the adminis
tration is right that there are many 
parts in this country where there are 
significant vacancy rates in housing 
and where a voucher type program, 
not that different from the section 8 
existing housing program, can in fact 
meet the needs of low-income families 
and low-income elderly. 

But it was also very clear at the 
hearings held before the Subcommit
tee on HUD and Independent Agen
cies, Appropriations Subcommittee, on 
which I serve as the ranking minority 
member, that there are also, by HUD's 
own statistics, significant metropolitan 
areas in this country where there is a 
vacancy rate below 5 percent, normal
ly considered the breaking point be
tween high-vacancy and low-vacancy 
areas. 

I think it is also very clear there are 
significant rural areas in this country 
where there is a shortage of housing. 

Now, it seems to me that, as good as 
the existing housing programs are, 
they cannot meet the full housing 
needs of low- and moderate-income 
households in those kinds of areas. 
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So, I think it is important that H.R. 

1 continues housing creation programs 
as well as the existing programs. 

The amounts, we all know, are ex
tremely modest indeed; for example, 
5,000 units for public housing, 12,000 
units for the section 202 program for 
the elderly and the handicapped. But 
at least they will keep the program 
alive, and I hope that the programs 
will be implemented in a way where 
HUD can target those resources that 
the committee is authorizing toward 
those parts of the country that have 
low vacancy rates, where the solution 
to the needs of low- and moderate
income households cannot entirely be 
met by the voucher program. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the commit
tee for its work. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to a distinguished and 
hard-working member of the subcom
mittee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. ScHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to be 

here today. I first want to thank our 
glorious subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GoNZA
LEZ], and our ranking member, the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
McKINNEY] for the hard labor they 
have put together in putting together 
a compromise. I would also like to 
thank the gentleman from the other 
side of the aisle. I think that the 
debate has had a erudite and, while 
possibly partisan, certainly substantive 
tone. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to simply 
address two points on why I believe 
the Gonzalez-McKinney is the substi
tute of preference. 

One relates to a program that many 
of us have been actively involved in 
pushing for a while, the Nehemiah 
program. We were told in this debate, 
with good reason, how expensive it is 
to build a new unit of public housing. 
If it is going to cost $65,000 or $85,000 
or $110,000 to build a new unit of 
public housing, somebody said, then 
why not give someone a new single
family home for the same price? Well, 
Nehemiah gives somebody a new 
single-family home, but not for the 
same price, for only a $15,000 subsidy. 
It represents home ownership, which I 
think will be the way to go in the 
future. It represents an opportunity 
for inner cities to rebuild themselves, 
to take large tracts of now vacant land 
and make those inner cities bloom, as 
has been done in the east New York 
part of Brooklyn, in my colleagues', 
MAJOR OWENS and EDOLPHUS TOWNS, 
district. 

And it means more units available to 
the very poor, because while it is true 
a $5,000 deposit is needed on Nehemi
ah, it will open up, if the experience in 
New York is any indication, large 
numbers of public housing units and 
other units to which the very poor can 
move, cheaply and in number. 

The days are gone, Mr. Chairman, I 
think when we can just simply blithely 
say we can afford $100,000 or $90,000 
of a unit for housing for the poor. 
There are too many poor people. But 
Nehemiah is a reason to commend the 
Gonzalez-McKinney substitute. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think, as does the 
gentleman from New York, that we 
have had a good debate, that we have 
made the points that we wanted to 
make as far as the difference between 
the two bills. I think that everyone 
who has spoken today is committed to 
the necessity of the housing bill, of 
housing legislation, and that we are all 
trying to achieve the same goal. 

I would recommend my bill because, 
in my judgment, it is more fiscally re
sponsible, as I suggested in my open
ing remarks. If you use the deferred 
funds, or if we are not able to use the 
deferred funds, it will cost approxi-

mately $10.2 billion, as compared to 
the $15.2 billion in the Gonzalez
McKinney bill. I think it will accom
plish basically the same purpose. 

I think it provides more effective uti
lization of the housing assistance pro
grams at less cost through the mod
ernization program we have in our bill, 
which would cost only $2,400 per unit, 
as compared to $65,000 per unit in new 
construction. 

We also have the voucher program 
which I mentioned a little earlier, 
which would provide units at approxi
mately $4,500 per unit. 

My bill also prohibits user fees, as 
does the Gonzalez-McKinney substi
tute, except in the area of FHA user 
fees, and it keeps the user fees on 
FHA loans at the present level. 

My bill, I think, has a significant 
provision as far as public housing 
reform. It provides for comprehensive 
modernization programs, for tenant 
management opportunities which had 
been discussed here a little earlier, for 
income verification tests to combat 
fraud and abuse which have been rec
ommended for many years since I 
have been on the Banking Committee. 
It provides improved livability for ten
ants, in my judgment. 

We incorporate in our bill some of 
the special programs for the needy, 
which we apparently all agree on and 
which are also included in the Gonza
lez-McKinney bill. We have no dis
agreement in that area. 

We do not have, and we do have dis
agreement on this, any special provi
sions, any special interest provisions, 
which would benefit only three con
gressional districts, so there is no pork 
in this barrel. 

I do think it provides a better UDAG 
formula and more equitable and fair 
distribution through the so-called 50-
50 split program which I have incorpo
rated in my substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge adop
tion of my bill on the theory that it is 
less expensive and would provide 
better housing at less cost and more 
affordability. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
MORRISON]. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. MoRRISON]. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. MoRRISON] is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support 
of the Housing Act of 1986. I want to 
commend the chairman of our sub
committee, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GoNZALEZ], for his leadership; 
and also the gentleman from Con
necticut, my good friend and colleague 
[Mr. McKINNEY], for his cooperation 

in making possible this bill and bring
ing it to the floor with what I hope 
will be strong bipartisan support for a 
bill that is very necessary. 

In fact, much more is necessary to 
respond adequately to the housing 
needs of the people of this country. 

This bill is a minimal bill. It is what 
we must do, not what it would be good 
if we could do, but what we must do 
just to maintain our current effort. 

I have heard a lot of discussion 
about the budget as if this were a 
budget buster. This subcommittee has 
worked as hard as any in the House to 
conform itself to a budget that is a 
cruel budget in terms of the limita
tions it places on the housing needs of 
the poor. 
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And yet we have conformed to the 

budget and in fact this bill stays 
within any reasonable budget targets. 
It does so for both 1986 and 1987 by 
assuring that no funds can be appro
priated under this authorization that 
have not been authorized by the Ap
propriations Committee and that are 
not within the budget limitations. It 
does things that are absolutely neces
sary. It continues the UDAG Program 
which the cities, the depressed cities 
of this country, desperately need. It 
sees to it that public housing demoli
tions, which are going on around the 
country because of outdated public 
housing projects, must be replaced 
with equivalent units for the people 
who are in need of housing, so we will 
not lose our housing stock because 
there are outdated public housing 
units. It continues the section 235 pro
gram which has been so important in 
many areas for home ownership op
portunities. Just in my own district, 
we have just broken ground for 40 
two-family homes that are being built 
under the 235 program that will allow 
low- and moderate-income people to 
have a home of their own and allow 
the revitalization of neighborhoods. 

This is a bill we can proudly support, 
and I hope an overwhelming majority 
of my colleagues will do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. WYLIE] has 4 minutes 
remaining, and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] has 2% minutes 
remaining. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GoNZALEZ] has the right to close 
debate. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
VENTO]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] is recog
nized for 2% minutes. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the substitute to be offered 
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by the chairman of the Housing and 
Community Development Subcommit
tee, Mr. GoNZALEZ, and the ranking mi
nority member, Mr. McKINNEY. 

It is widely recognized that the 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
Committee had reached an impasse in 
bringing H.R. 1 to the floor. As report
ed from the Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs Committee, H.R. 1 was 
a comprehensive approach to a myriad 
of problems in housing. I continue to 
see the need for the comprehensive 
approach contained in H.R. 1 as re
ported and hope that in the future 
Congress will pass many of the provi
sions not contained in the Gonzalez
McKinney substitute. However, it 
became apparent during conference 
committee deliberations on the fiscal 
year 1986 budget reconciliation legisla
tion that the other body would not 
consider legislation which dealt with 
such a wide breadth of housing issues. 

Because we have a responsibility to 
produce a housing authorization, 
Chairman GoNZALEZ and Representa
tive McKINNEY labored long and hard 
to produce a bipartisan substitute 
which deserves the support of the 
Members of the House. Passage of the 
bipartisan Gonzalez-McKinney substi
tute will facilitate consideration by 
the other body of similar legislation 
and make it likely that we could have 
a housing authorization on the Presi
dent's desk before the Fourth of July. 

Mr. Chairman and Members, appar
ently some would continue to stymie 
this Gonzalez-McKinney compromise 
that authorizes such sums as will be 
appropriated, by raising budget con
cerns. Frankly this is inappropriate 
and misleading. It is the same tech
nique and debate tactic that has 
worked with some success to defeat 
housing measures in the past few 
years but is not valid in today's debate. 
The policy decisions inherent in this 
Gonzalez-McKinney substitute are 
sound and should not be defeated on a 
budget basis. This legislation author
izes the basic housing and community 
development programs for 1986 and 
1987. The legislation extends the FHA 
mortgage insurance authority and pro
vides that such authorization not 
exceed the budget authority estab
lished in the budget resolution. It also 
authorizes the Farmers Home Admin
istration housing programs and the 
crime and flood insurance programs. 
The current FHA mortgage insurance 
premium is maintained and new user 
fees on Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac and 
Ginne Mae products are prohibited. 

The Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
authorizes the continuation of the 
Community Development Block Grant 
Program and the Urban Development 
Action Grant Program. These impor
tant programs are authorized at such 
levels as may be established in appro
priations acts. In addition, the UDAG 
changes so important to our colleagues 

from the South and West are also in
cluded in this legislation. This change 
will insure that the highly successful 
UDAG Program will have greater geo
graphical balance. 

The Gonzalez-McKinney substitute 
also authorize the existing low income 
and Government assisted housing pro
grams at levels to be established in ap
propriation acts. Modifications to 
these programs which have bipartisan 
support are contained in the substi
tute. These changes do not increase 
the costs of these programs but rather 
increase the efficiency and improve 
the delivery system of these programs. 
Essential programs such as public 
housing, Government assisted hous
ing, section 202 housing for the elderly 
and handicapped and the congregate 
services program are authorized at the 
levels established in appropriations 
acts. 

There are two provisions which I 
helped write in this substitute which I 
would like to call to the special atten
tion of Members. Title IV authorizes 
programs to assist Communities to 
provide shelter for the homeless. This 
provision, I am pleased to report, re
ceived unanimous bipartisan support 
of members of the Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs Committee. In fact 
the Emergency Shelter Program is 
also contained in the Wylie substitute. 
It is the culmination of more than 5 
years of effort to craft a program to 
meet the shelter needs of our Nation's 
most improverished people. It is a re
finement of legislation which has 
passed the House on four separate oc
casions and it deserves to pass again 
and be enacted into law. 

This program would reauthorize the 
existing Emergency Food and Shelter 
Program administered by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency. This 
program has been very successful, par
ticularly in providing food for hungry 
Americans. However, since the pro
gram has allocated 66 percent of its 
funds for food allocation it has not 
been able to focus properly on the 
shelter needs of homeless Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, today there are 
2,000,000 homeless people in this coun
try. The existing Government and 
charitable resources cannot hope to 
shelter this huge number of people. 
Every night shelters from New York 
to California turn homeless people 
away because these shelters are full. 
As a result, Americans are forced to 
suffer the indignity and the life 
threatening dangers of being night 
after night on the street. 

The Emergency Shelter Program 
contained in this bill will increase the 
number of people who have a safe 
place to sleep and could save hundreds 
if not thousands of lives. It does so in 
an innovative manner which builds 
upon the existing effort of local chari
table organizations and with a limited 
amount of Federal involvement. 

Funds authorized by this program 
would be distributed to cities and 
States based upon the Community De
velopment Block Grant Program for
mula. These funds could be used by 
the governmental entity or it could be 
distributed to nonprofit agencies 
which have the capacity to assist the 
homeless. 

Funds from this program could only 
be used for costs associated with the 
rehabilitation of existing structures 
into shelters for the homeless. Up to 
15 percent of the Federal funds could 
be used to provide services for home
less but only if the services were not 
available in the community prior to 
the establishment of the program. 

The Emergency Shelter Program 
builds upon the tremendous efforts of 
local churches and charitable organi
zations by requiring a 1-to-1 match of 
local effort for every Federal dollar. 
We provide flexibility to the local 
community in generating this local 
match. It may be in the form of cash, 
donation of a building or materials, 
the value of time donated by volun
teers or the services provided to the 
homeless. In effect we allow the local 
community to provide that which is 
needed most by the homeless in that 
area. As a result of this type of pro
gram structure we establish account
ability for Federal investment-we 
know how each Federal dollar will be 
used-and flexibility for local commu
nities to meet the unique needs of 
their community. 

The Emergency Shelter Grants Pro
gram meets the immediate need of 
providing shelter to people who will 
face life threatening situations be
cause of a lack of shelter. But the 
Gonzalez-McKinney substitute also 
looks to the future. It authorizes a 
pilot program which will demonstrate 
how communities can provide a more 
comprehensive approach to the prob
lems of a given homeless individual. 
This program, authorized by my col
league, MARY RosE OAKAR, would dem
onstrate how comprehensive services 
such as health care, substance abuse 
treatment, mental health services, and 
job training programs can move the 
homeless from the streets or emergen
cy shelters into the economic main
stream of our nation. Within the cur
rent budget constraints facing Con
gress we can't expect to provide this 
level of services for each of the 
2,000,000 homeless Americans. But a 
pilot program which funds a few of 
these transitional housing projects 
will provide a model for communities 
to replicate with their own funds. In 
the long run, transitional housing is 
the best hope for assisting the home
less. Today, we must be concerned 
with meeting the most urgent housing 
need in our Nation and that is to pro
vide basic and safe shelter for home
less Americans. 
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I also want to thank my colleagues 

on the committee for their support for 
a change in the UDAG Program which 
will prohibit the use of UDAG funds 
to pirate jobs from one area to an
other. As my colleagues know, current 
law explicitly prohibits pirating job 
with UDAG funds. However, a situa
tion is my district tragically demon
strates that the administration does 
not understand the clarity of current 
law. As a result of the loss of 700 jobs 
in my district, I proposed an amend
ment which the committee adopted. 
That amendment will insure that 
never again will jobs be stolen from St. 
Paul or any other city in this nation 
with UDAG funds. Passage of this pro
vision should send a clear and addi
tional message to this administration 
that the approval of this Amhoist 
grant was a clear violation of the 
meaning of current law and seeks to 
avoid any such future transgression. It 
also demonstrates the determination 
of the committee and indeed this 
House to achieve the restoration of 
Federal funds improperly awarded. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleague 
to support this legislation. It is abso
lutely essential to maintain the job 
creation nature of the UDAG Pro
gram, absolutely essential for millions 
of Americans who wish to own or rent 
a home, and absolutely essential to 
millions of Americans who desperately 
need a safe place to sleep. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute to H.R. 1, the Housing Act of 1985, 
offered by the distinguished chairman of the 
Housing and Community Development Sub
committee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GONZALEZ], and the ranking minority member 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. McKINNEY]. I want to com
mend both gentlemen for their diligent and 
tireless efforts to bring this important legisla
tion to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, the substitute being offered 
today is a modest, bipartisan proposal. The 
amendment reauthorizes existing housing and 
community development programs through 
fiscal year 1987 and provides for a number of 
much needed programmatic changes to make 
these programs operate more efficiently. In 
addition, the substitute maintains the viability 
of Federal mortgage programs which are 
under attack by the administration, authorizes 
a new program to provide homeownership op
portunities for low- and moderate-income fam
ilies, and increases Federal assistance for the 
homeless. 

On October 1, 1985, authority for a number 
of Federal housing and community develop
ment programs expired. Congress has been 
forced to temporarily extend these programs 
several times pending action on a comprehen
sive housing reauthorization bill. Unlike the 
substitute being offered by the Chairman and 
the gentleman from Connecticut, these simple 
extenders provided no long-term stability for 
Federal housing programs and contained 
none of the much needed programmatic 
changes included in the substitute. 

For example, the substitute would dramati
cally improve the operation of local public 
housing programs. The measure provides for 
a change in the allocation in public housing 
operating assistance to make certain that 
public housing authorities [PHA's] receive the 
funds they need to properly maintain existing 
units. The bill would require that the perform
ance funding system be updated annually, in 
consultation with local PHA's. In addition, the 
measure would also create a new grant pro
gram to improve and modernize the physical 
condition of existing public housing and to up
grade management and operation. 

In addition to these much needed public 
housing changes, the substitute would also 
improve and extend a number of other impor
tant housing and community development pro
grams. 

First, the substitute would reauthorize the 
Federal crime insurance and prohibit any in
creases in premiums. The Federal Crime In
surance Program is particularly important in 
the economically distressed areas of New 
York City, including portions of the Ninth Con
gressional District, which I represent. The 
Federal Crime Insurance Program provides in
surance against burglary and robbery to 
homeowners and businesses situated in high 
crime areas when coverage through the pri
vate sector is either unaffordable or unavail
able. Federal crime insurance has allowed 
small businesses to flourish in New York 
City's most distressed neighborhoods. These 
small businesses provide much needed jobs 
and services in the most economically disad
vantaged areas of the city and are the seeds 
of economic growth. Without Federal crime in
surance, many of these businesses would be 
forced to close their doors. 

Despite the fact that the cost of the Federal 
Crime Insurance Program is minimal and has 
been declining over the past few years, the 
administration has continued its efforts to kill 
the program. Last year, the administration 
took a back-door approach to its attack on 
crime insurance by proposing to dramatically 
increase premiums by more than 30 percent. I 
authored a provision of H.R. 1, which is also 
part of the substitute, that would limit in
creases in crime insurance premiums. 

Second, the substitute would prohibit the 
imposition of new user fees on Federal mort
gage programs as proposed by the adminis
tration. These new "taxes" would have re
stricted the ability of Federal mortgage agen
cies to generate new mortgage funds and 
would have substantially increased the cost of 
owning a moderately priced home. 

Third, the substitute rejects the administra
tion's plan to dramatically restrict eligibility for 
FHA mortgage insurance. Under the adminis
tration's fiscal year 1987 budget proposal, 
FHA mortgage insurance would have been 
limited to families with an annual income of 
$40,000. This income cap alone would have 
meant that 40 percent fewer families in New 
York would have qualified for an FHA-insured 
loan. For those who would have remained eli
gible for FHA insured mortgages, closing 
costs would have been more than doubled 
under the administration's proposal to in
crease FHA mortgage insurance premiums. 

The substitute makes certain that FHA pro
grams continue to serve first time and moder-

ate income home buyers. We must make cer
tain that all Americans are given the opportu
nity to take advantage of today's favorable 
mortgage rates. 

Fourth, the substitute authorizes a new 
homeownership program for low- and moder
ate-income families. The program is based on 
the highly successful Nehemiah Project in 
Brooklyn, NY, where more than 2,000 single 
family homes have been built in a previously 
desolate area. The Nehemiah plan brought to
gether a group of local parishes and nonprofit 
groups which raised the initial capital for the 
construction of the homes. With the help of in
novative construction techniques and the as
sistance and cooperation of State and local 
officials in the form of tax abatements and 
mortgage financing, the dream of homeowner
ship has become a reality for hundreds of low
and moderate-income New Yorkers. With limit
ed Federal assistance, we can make certain 
that this success is duplicated across the 
country. 

At a time when Federal resources are be
coming more scarce, it is crucial to establish 
new housing programs that are effective and 
cost-efficient. Nehemiah is one of those pro
grams which I strongly support. 

Fifth, in response to the growing and tragic 
plight of the homeless, the measure estab
lishes a National Emergency Food and Shelter 
Board to oversee and improve existing shelter 
programs. In addition, the substitute author
izes a new grant program to supplement the 
efforts of State, local, and charitable organiza
tions that provide shelter to the homeless. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the substitute makes 
certain that Federal housing programs will 
continue to be funded through fiscal year 
1987. This is a major victory given the Reagan 
administration's continuing efforts to terminate 
all Federal support for assisted housing pro
grams. 

Mr. Chairman, since coming to office, Presi
dent Reagan has slashed federally assisted 
housing programs by more than 60 percent. 
The President's fiscal year 1987 budget pro
poses no new funds for Federal housing pro
grams and would rescind or defer more than 
half of the funds appropriated by Congress in 
fiscal year 1986 for assisted housing. Under 
the President's proposal section 8 rental as
sistance, housing for the elderly and handi
capped would all be terminated. Given the 
dramatic increase in homelessness across 
America, and the shrinking supply of safe, 
decent, affordable housing in this Nation, the 
President's housing proposals are harsh, cruel 
and irresponsible. President Reagan has 
chosen to ignore the historic commitment of 
the Federal Government to provide all Ameri
cans with a safe and decent place to live. The 
substitute being offered today reaffirms the 
Government's commitment and duty to pro
vide housing assistance to the poor and elder
ly. 

I urge my colleagues to support this vitally 
important legislation. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 4746-the Bipatisan 
Housing Act of 1986. This bipartisan compro
mise comes as a result of the most extensive 
set of hearings on housing in 20 years. It also 
comes after a full year of discussion and com-
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promise with our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle. 

I believe this measure is a carefully bal
anced and responsible approach to fulfilling 
the legitimate Federal role of providing hous
ing assistance to low and moderate income 
families within the context of fiscal restraint. 
Indeed, the bill before us today is an example 
of bipartisanship at its very best. 

Late last spring, the Banking Committee re
ported a $16.3 billion housing reauthorization 
bill, fully a 64 percent cut since 1981. This 
modest figure was reduced further to $14.3 
billion when the House approved inclusion of 
H.R. 1 in the omnibus budget reconciliation bill 
of 1985. Both of these proposals were within 
budget. Granted, our committee ordered its 
priorities in a very different manner than the 
administration would have done. However, this 
critical decisionmaking-changing, cutting, 
testing and yes, the creation of alternatives
represents the very heart of the authorization 
process. All too often authorizing legislation is 
casually dismissed as unnecessary during pe
riods of budgetary restraint. This proposal re
affirms our committee's longstanding commit
ment to continue at a minimal level the hous
ing programs for low- and moderate-income 
people-a commitment this administration 
does not have. It is clear that due to huge 
program cutbacks in the last 6 years. The 
housing situation at the local level is becom
ing severe. In a community like mine in 
Toledo, OH, the backlog of applicants for 
decent shelter is close to 1 0,000. 

This legislation is an attempt, however 
modest, to respond to the housing needs of 
low-income families and to address some of 
the criticism leveled at the financing and ad
ministration of these programs in the past. 
Indeed, if some of the proposals which would 
affect housing that are being discussed in the 
context of tax reform become law, this mini
mal level of housing support we reauthorize 
today will provide the sole Federal activity in 
the provision of housing for low- and moder
ate-income families. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 1, the housing authorization 
bill, and I commend our Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs for its fine work 
in bringing to the floor this important and long 
overdue measure. 

This bill generally extends, through fiscal 
year 1987, most of the housing assistance 
programs without specific authorization levels, 
with the actual funding to be set for individual 
programs through the appropriations process. 

For 50 years the Federal Government has 
been committed to the goal of making home
ownership possible for average families and 
providing decent, low-cost housing for poor 
Americans. Unfortunately, since the beginning 
of this administration, President Reagan's 
budget proposals have been designed to abol
ish this goal. This year his budget recommen
dations would deny the opportunity for home
ownership to hundreds of thousands of Ameri
can families and all but eliminate housing as
sistance for the poor. 

Congress has, wisely, provided more fund
ing than the administration requested in each 
fiscal year. But despite this, it is a shocking 
fact that HUD housing assistance funds have 
been reduced by 64 percent since 1981, and 

housing programs in the Farmers Home Ad
ministration have been reduced by 43 percent. 
Moreover, the administration has succeeded 
in requiring low-income tenants to pay a larger 
share of their income to rent, and virtually all 
new construction and substantial rehabilitation 
programs by HUD have been eliminated. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1 offers us the opportu
nity to start to turn back the administration's 
attack on Federal housing assistance and to 
reaffirm our commitment to providing essential 
aid for housing needs for all Americans. 

The bill before us would extend a number of 
programs that have provided vital assistance 
to my district and the State of New Jersey. I 
am particularly glad to note continued authori
zation for the Community Development Block 
Grants and Urban Development Action Grants 
Programs. New Jersey has consistently com
peted successfully in the UDAG Program. In 
fiscal year 1985, my State received $51.73 
million in UDAG funds and $110.82 under the 
CDBG Program. 

The rental rehabilitation and rental develop
ment (HoDAG] grant programs are reauthor
ized. Under these programs New Jersey re
ceived $5.56 million in rental rehabilitation 
funds and $4.25 million in HoDAG funds. 

It is heartening to note the bill's authoriza
tion for a new public housing modernization 
program. In fiscal year 1985 New Jersey re
ceived $4.8 million in contract authority for 
modernization and $136 million in budget au
thority. 

I am particularly pleased that the commit
tee's bill will reauthorize the section 8 housing 
assistance program, the public housing oper
ating funds program, the Urban Homesteading 
Program and the section 202 program for the 
elderly and handicapped. In my district, too, 
the reauthorization of the crime insurance pro
gram is essential. 

The bill deals with the growing problem of 
shelter for the homeless by establishing a Na
tional Emergency Food and Shelter Board in 
HUD to oversee operations of the existing 
emergency food distribution and shelter pro
gram and to administer two new shelter pro
grams. One would demonstrate the develop
ment of support services for the homeless 
and the other would provide Federal aid to 
supplement the efforts of State, local, and 
charitable shelter programs. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill addresses our Na
tion's housing needs wisely and fairly, and I 
urge its passage. 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Texas, Mr. GONZA
LEZ, chairman of the Subcommittee on Housing 
and Community Development, for his leader
ship on H.R. 1, and his continuous efforts to 
assist the American people living in the U.S. 
territories to obtain decent housing. 

We in the Virgin Islands are experiencing a 
severe housing and mortgage shortage and the 
only alternative left to many families is the 
Farmers Home Administration. And even this 
alternative has been jeopardized by the Admin
istration's recission and subsequent deferral of 
the funds necessary to keep the program run
ning. I am hopeful that all that will soon be 
behind us now, and we can get on with the 
important task of providing decent housing for 
all Americans. 

Again, I would like to thank Mr. GONZALEZ 
and the members of his committee for their 
commitment to this ideal and for the support 
and concern that they have shown for the 
people living in the U.S. territories. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. 
McCLOSKEY] having assumed the 
chair, Mr. AuCoiN, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under corisid
eration the bill <H.R. 1) to amend and 
extend certain laws relating to hous
ing, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 1 the bill just debated. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
be permitted 5 legislative days in 
which to extend their remarks and to 
include therein extraneous material 
on the bill, H.R. 1349, which passed 
the House today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

DON'T PLAY WITH MELTDOWN 
<Mr. DANNEMEYER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
the ill-fated Soviet nuclear reactor at 
Chernobyl was operating on the prin
ciple of controlled chain-reaction. Not 
many people realize that the circula
tion of currency is based on a similar 
principle. At the core is confidence 
which, as an astute observer has put 
it, is nothing but sleeping suspicion. If 
provoked, a chain reaction of suspicion 
may trigger a meltdown of the dollar. 

Just how precarious is the interna
tional position of the dollar is shown 
by a full-page paid advertisement that 
has appeared in the International 
Herald Tribune, the largest American 
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newspaper in Europe, and also in the 
leading German daily, the Frankfurter 
Allgemeine Zeitung, inserted by 
Johann Philipp von Bethmann, a di
rector of the Bethmann Bank in 
Frankfurt. It says, among others: 

The game is over. The dollar has had it. 
Get out of the dollar before it is too late! 
The dollar is as rotten as a rotten apple. 

Drop it! 
Sell the bad dollar. 
Help make the dollar lighter. You will be 

helping yourself, your country and your 
currency. Get out of the dollar! Down with 
the dollar exchange rate! 

The summiteers at Tokyo were play
ing with meltdown. Confidence is 
shaken, suspicion is rampant. Jawbon
ing won't stop the chain reaction 
threatening the dollar, any more than 
it stopped the nuclear inferno at Cher
nobyl. The proper way of preventing a 
meltdown of the dollar is to reinforce 
confidence by fixing the dollar's gold 
content. 

[Advertisement from the International 
Herald Tribune] 

December 13, 1985. 
To: All Dollar Holders around the World. 
To: All Central Banks. 

LADIEs AND GENTLEMEN: The game is over. 
The dollar has had it. Caution! 

Get out of the dollar before it is too late. 
Get out of the dollar at least until the 

dollar is where it belongs: At no more than 
DM 1.50 for 1 U.S. dollar. 

The dollar is as rotten as a rotten apple. 
Drop it! The rotten parts of the dollar are 
hundreds of billions in lost dollar loans all 
over the world and in the U.S. itself! 

Sell the bad dollar. Help make the dollar 
higher. That would be prevention of the 
great big crash at the very last minute. 

You "make" exchange rates. You also de
termine the dollar exchange rate, not the 
central banks alone. They have all reached 
the end <of their wits, also). Contribute to 
the long overdue exchange rate adjustment 
now. 

Get out of the dollar! Down with the 
dollar exchange rate! You would be helping 
yourself, your country and your currency. 
You would be helping the world economy 
and, above all, the highly indebted nations. 
And finally you would be helping the 
U.S.A., its economy and the U.S. dollar 
itself. With substantial devaluation, there 
would be a less severe crash, less bankrupt
cies and, in the end, a once more healthy 
dollar. 

Help make certain that this happens-by 
getting out of the dollar now! 

It would be the last chance for an "emer
gency landing" of the world economy. This 
emergency landing is better than crash 
landing. 

Please act now before it is too late. 
Sincerely yours, 

J.P. VON BETHMANN. 

TRADE BILL FOCUSES ON 
UNFAIR PRACTICES 

<Mr. PEASE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to discuss the international 
trade bill which will soon come before 

the House. In particular, I wish to talk 
about the heart of the bill-the title 
reported out of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

The trade bill is a huge step in the 
right direction. Focusing on unfair 
trading practices, it will back up the 
rhetoric of "free but fair trade" with 
action. 

The bill is not protectionist. It does 
not automatically or mechanistically 
mandate import restrictions like, for 
example, the textile bill does. 

Yes; the bill is trade restrictive; it 
seeks to restrict unfair trade. Mr. 
Speaker, if the President wants to tell 
the American people that restricting 
unfair trade is bad for the country, let 
him tell them. 

The goal of the administration's 
trade policy continues to be the defeat 
of protectionism at home, rather than 
the elimination of unfair trade abroad. 

I believe that if the administration 
concentrated on doing a thorough job 
on unfair trade, it would not have to 
spend as much time worrying about 
protectionism in Congress. 

This trade bill will ensure that the 
U.S. Government does a thorough job 
on unfair trade. It would transform 
the Government into an active advo
cate of American economic interests, 
while leaving ultimate Presidential dis
cretion intact. 

The bill does not force the President 
to impose import restrictions. What 
the bill does is require the President to 
investigate foreign unfair trade prac
tices and engage the offending party 
in negotiations to eliminate or offset 
the practice. The ultimate decision of 
whether to retaliate or take other 
action affecting trade flows rests with 
the administration. 

In other words, this bill requires the 
administration to vigorously press 
America's case on unfair trade when 
our workers' and firms' interests are at 
stake. That is not the same thing as 
requiring it to cut off imports. That is 
not protectism; it is activism; it is ad
vocacy. 

The bill requires that the trade laws 
be used and that the Government ini
tiate the use of them when our rights 
under international law are violated. 

True, in certain circumstances, the 
bill creates a basis for action that 
would go beyond the GATT. But is ad
dressing practices which are unfair 
and burdensome tantamount to pro
tectism just because no international 
consensus yet exists on how they 
should be treated? Hardly. 

Prodding the GATT to extend its 
discipline to new areas of unfair trade 
is a delicate task. However, that 
should not cause us to shy away from 
it. To the contrary, the United States 
should and must lead the GATT. If we 
don't do it, you can be certain no one 
else will. 

Mr. Speaker, without a strong policy 
statement from Congress, I fear the 

administration will fail to press Ameri
ca's case decisively in what I regard as 
a make or break round for the GATT. 

We need this bill. I urge my col
leagues to give it careful consider
ation. 

"UNEMPLOYMENT" A 
CONTINUING PROBLEM 

<Mr. HAYES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous 
matter.> 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, President 
Reagan's State of the Union Messages 
have disguised the impact of the trade 
deficit and the Federal deficit. His 
Economic Reports have hidden the 
true facts on joblessness. They violate 
the mandate of the Hawkins-Hum
phrey Act to bring officially measured 
unemployment down to 4 percent. His 
latest budget conceals the big welfare 
given to chosen corporations through 
tax giveaways. It hides the fact that 
excessive military contracts are a way 
of laundering money into the political 
action committees that support the 
party of privilege. Unfortunately, the 
major media have allowed him to get 
away with it. 

We are all fully aware of our Na
tion's urgent need to adopt measures 
aimed at reducing the high unemploy
ment and putting the American people 
back to work. 

The national figures on officially 
measured unemployment for April 
1986 show that 7.1 percent of Ameri
cans are unemployed which means 
that 8.3 million Americans are looking 
for work. Unemployment among mi
norities and minority youth is propor
tionately much, much worse. Black 
unemployment is 14.8 percent and 
black youth unemployment is a stag
gering 42.6 percent. 

"The Full Employment Action 
Council, a coalition of religious, labor, 
civil rights, and youth groups, asserted 
that after taking account of underem
ployed workers and those so discour
aged that they have dropped out of 
the labor forces, the real unemploy
ment rate was 13 percent in April." 1 

In 1978, the Hawkins-Humphrey 
Full Employment and Balanced 
Growth Act was enacted to deal with 
our Nation's unemployment. The act 
calls for the President to work toward 
full employment, but the Reagan ad
ministration has made no effort to 
carry out the mandates of the law. 

On May 6, 1986, the Tokyo Econom
ic Declaration, issued by the leaders of 
the United States, Japan, West Ger
many, Britain, France, Italy, and 
Canada, at the conclusion of their 3-

1 April Unemployment Was 7%. Labor Dept. Says, 
by Robert D. Hershey, Jr., The New York Times, 5-
3-86, p. 33. 
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day summit meeting; among other EFFECT ON CBO BASELINE BUDGET PROJECTIONS OF A 1 me in my office on, 225-4372. A copy 
things, stated: PERCENTAGE-POINT LOWER UNEMPLOYMENT RATE BE- of the bill is attached. 

Since our last meeting, we have had some GINNING JANUARY 1986-Continued 
success in the creation of new jobs to meet H.R. 1398 
additions to the labor force, but unemploy- [By fiscal year; in billions of dollars] Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
ment remains excessively high in many of Representatives of the United States of 
our countries. Noninflationary growth Fiscal year- America in Congress assembled, 
remain the biggest single contributor to the 1987 1988 1989 SHORT TITLE 
limit~tion and reduction of unemployment, SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
but 1t needs to be reinforced by policies Total............................................................ 37.3 36.5 36.8 "Income and Jobs Action Act of 1985". 
which encourage job creation, particularly 
in new and high-technology industries and 
in small business. ' 

OUtlays: 
Unemployment insurance ................................. - 2.1 -2.2 -2.2 
Other entitlements ........................................... - .8 -1.0 -1.2 
Net interest..................................................... -4.1 -7.8 -11.5 

Total. ........................................................... - 7.0 -11.0 -14.9 
To address this void, I, along with 10 

Members of the House, introduced the 
Income and Jobs Action Act of 1985 designed to create an environment DefiCit... .................................................................... - 44·3 - 47·5 - 51.7 

where true sustainable economic re
covery is achieved by establishing a 
Presidential program designed to 
reduce high unemployment. Our coun
try's strongest line of defense will not 
be achieved through record military 
budgets, but through providing for the 
economic well-being of every American 
citizen. The greatest threat to people 
who are stricken by poverty, homeless
ness, and hunger does not come from 
any external source, but from jobless
ness. 

Let me repeat that: The greatest 
threat to people who are stricken by 
poverty, homelessness, and hunger 
does not come from any external 
source, but from joblessness. Without 
a decent, income-providing job it is 
impossible to plan a decent future, 
provide for family security, or to par
ticipate in the mainstream of our soci
ety. 

With all the debates on deficit re
ductions, have we yet done enough to 
call attention to the decrease that 
would be achieved by bringing official
ly measured unemployment rate down 
by 1 percent? 

A recent Congressional Budget 
Office [CBOl report [February 19861 
estimates that every 1 percent reduc
tion in the officially measured unem
ployment would decrease the federal 
defict by $44 billion in fiscal year 
1987.2 A 3-percent reduction in the un
employment rate would reduce the 
Federal deficit by more than $130 bil
lion. 

EFFECT ON CBO BASELINE BUDGET PROJECTIONS OF A 1 
PERCENTAGE-POINT LOWER UNEMPLOYMENT RATE BE
GINNING JANUARY 1986 

[By fiscal year; in billions of dollars] 

Fiscal year-

1987 1988 1989 

If more people were familiar with 
these estimates then perhaps we could 
also begin to formulate goals for 
bringing officially measured unem
ployment down to the Hawkins-Hum
phrey 4-percent goal over a number of 
years. 

What this country needs today is a 
civilian equivalent of military spend
ing. That means a total legislative 
package dealing with shorter work 
year with no reduction in pay, child 
care, health, housing, environment, 
Social Security, public works, progres
sive taxation, and all the other quality 
of life actions needed to attain the ob
jectives of the Income and Jobs Action 
Act, H.R. 1398. 

Let us be realistic. We may be able 
to take some steps in this direction if a 
better House and a much better 
Senate are elected this year. We might 
even be able to force the White House 
to back down on a few issues and over
ride a Presidential veto on other mat
ters. 

But that's hardly enough. The com
prehensive approach of the Income 
and Jobs Action Act requires a White 
House and a Congress dedicated to the 
high ideal of expanding genuine free
dom for everyone. Indeed, one might 
say that the Income and Jobs Action 
Act is a job description for the kind of 
President that American needs in the 
White House. 

True and meaningful economic re
covery must include a substantial re
duction in our Nation's unemployment 
rate because without it, the promise of 
a full economic recovery remains 
wholly an illusion. 

Mr. Speaker, 55 Members of the 
House, representing a broad spectrum 
of our concerned colleagues have co
sponsored, H.R. 1398. This bill is a leg
islative vehicle which when enacted 

Revenues: will significantly reduce unemploy-

i£~~:: = :: ~ '!! 'll '!! rfiF:~~~r:~Ift!~rh!I~~:r~:; 
------ colleagues from both sides of the isle 

2 According to the February 1986, Congressional 
Budget Office report, The Economic and Budget 
Outlook: Fiscal Years 1987-1981. A Report to the 
Senate and House Committees on the Budget-Part 
I , Table 11-6 at p. 72. 

to join as cosponsor of the Income and 
Jobs Action Act, H.R. 1398. Let your 
constituents know that you consider 
unemployment a top priority. To co
sponsor, contact me personally or call 

THE RIGHT TO EARN A LIVING 
SEc. 2. <a> Every adult American able and 

willing to earn a living through paid work 
has the right to a free choice among oppor
tunities for useful, productive and fulfilling 
paid employment (part- or full-time> at 
decent wages or for self -employment. 

(b) All Federal departments, agencies, and 
commissions shall plan and carry out their 
policies, programs, projects, and budgets in 
a manner that will contribute to establish
ing and maintaining conditions under which 
all adult Americans may freely exercise this 
right. 

<c> Neither the Federal Reserve System 
nor any Federal department, agency, or 
commission may directly or indirectly pro
mote recession, stagnation, or involuntary 
unemployment as a means of reducing 
wages and salaries or inflation. 
THE RIGHT TO AN ADEQUATE STANDARD OF 

LIVING OF AMERICANS UNABLE TO WORK FOR 
PAY 
SEc. 3. <a> Every adult American unable to 

work for pay has the right to an adequate 
standard of living that rises with increases 
in the wealth and productivity of the socie
ty. 

(b) No adult American shall be judged 
unable to work merely because of the un
availability of suitable paid employment op
portunities at a given time or place or be
cause of the lack of previous employment. 

(c) In the absence of such opportunities 
and until such opportunities can be provid
ed under section 2, an adult American able 
and willing to work for pay shall be provid
ed with whatever income is required to 
maintain a moderate level of living, as de
fined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

CONVERSION TO EXPANDING CIVILIAN SECTORS 
SEc. 4. <a> In the first annual message at 

the beginning of the first session of the 
Congress after the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall include specific propos
als for a Conversion Planning Fund, to be 
administered by such agencies as the Presi
dent shall determine. 

(b) The purpose of such Fund shall be to 
promote short- and long-term plans for 
coping with declines in civilian or military 
activities by developing specific policies, pro
grams, and projects <including but not limit
ed to feasibility studies, education, training 
on the job, and inducements for whatever 
increased labor mobility may be necessary 
and desirable) for the expansion of econom
ic activities in sectors where additional or 
improved goods or services are needed. 

<c> In addition to such other funds as may 
be authorized, such Fund shall include no 
less than 1 percent of the amount appropri
ated for military purposes during each sub
sequent year. 

LOCALLY BASED OVER-ALL PLANNING 
SEc. 5. <a> Within six months after the 

date of enactment of this Act and thereafter 
in each annual economic report and budget 
message, the President shall transmit to 
Congress a staged program to create condi
tions under which the rights set forth in 
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sections 2 and 3 may be fully and freely en
joyed and to set forth how the Fund created 
by section 4 may be most productively used. 

(b) Such program shall be designed to pre
vent or counterbalance undue concentration 
of Federal or corporate power by fostering 
recovery and full employment planning by-

(1) town, city, county, and State govern
ments and their agencies in urban, subur
ban, and agricultural areas of the country; 

<2> small and large business enterprises; 
labor organizations and trade unions; the 
unemployed; nonprofit, voluntary, and co
operative organizations <including neighbor
hood, tenant and home owners' associations 
and corporations>; women; and racial and 
ethnic minorities: 

(3) broad-based local partnerships in 
which the groups referred to in paragraphs 
(1) and <2> cooperate-

<A> to assess unmet needs in their areas, 
including the need for voluntary leisure as 
well as for goods, services, adequate income, 
employment at good wages, and volunteer 
activities; 

<B> to survey the supply of labor resources 
and of managerial, professional, and techni
cal skills that might be used in meeting such 
needs; 

(C) to analyze the potential for obtaining 
necessary funds from various combinations 
of private and public sources without undue 
reliance on Federal funding; 

(D) to develop goals for the future 
<through the year 2000) of their area; and 

<E> in the light of the activities conducted 
under subparagraphs <A> through <D>, to 
initiate high priority action projects that 
attain prompt progress toward such goals 
through both private and public agencies 
and market and non-market processes. 

<c> Such program shall be designed to pro
mote conditions for more self-empowerment 
by people victimized by discrimination in 
hiring, training, wages, salaries, fringe bene
fits, or promotion on the basis of prejudice 
concerning race, ethnic background, gender, 
age, religion, station in life, political or 
sexual orientation, or personal disability. 

(d) Such program shall include, but need 
not be limited to, general and specific poli
cies and projects designed-

< 1 > to provide quick action through reduc
tions in real and nominal interest rates, vol
untary work-sharing arrangements, and a 
program of private and public works and 
services to use the abilities of the unem
ployed and repairing and improving the Na
tion's infrastructure of private industry, 
public facilities, human services, and natu
ral resources; 

(2) to provide improved Federal incentives 
for small and large business enterprises; 
labor organizations and trade unions; the 
unemployed; and non-profit, voluntary, and 
cooperative organizations (including neigh
borhood, tenant, and home owners' associa
tions and corporations), with the receipt of 
any Federal incentives by larger corpora
tions conditioned on their performance in 
living up to well-defined standards of corpo
rate responsibility, including the obligation 
regularly to certify compliance with laws 
and regulations governing working condi
tions, labor relations, affirmative action, en
vironmental protection, taxation, election 
contributions, and bribery at home or 
abroad; 

<3> to provide for Federal grants to pro
mote creative initiatives by local and State 
governments and their agencies in planning 
and budgeting for genuine recovery and a 
full employment society; 

(4) to promote staged reductions in paid 
working time by reducing the average work 

week in manufacturing to no more than 35 
hours without any corresponding loss in 
weekly wages; 

(5) to vastly increase the opportunities for 
voluntary part-time employment with full 
fringe benefits; 

<6> to take such other steps as may be 
needed to cope with the threat of increased 
unemployed caused by the increased use of 
technology; 

<7> to provide for vastly improved educa
tion, training, and retraining of managers, 
technicians, the employed, and the unem
ployed; 

<8> to prevent plant closings through all 
feasible means <including conversion to 
other forms of production and ownership) 
and provide standards <including measures 
such as appropriate advance notice, termi
nation payments, and extension of health 
benefits> for any corporation planning to 
close, substantially reduce, or relocate its 
operations; 

(9) to promote conversion from military to 
civilian production; and 

(10) to control inflation. 
IMPLEMENTATION 

SEc. 6. <a> As part of the annual program 
developed by the President under section 5, 
the President shall transmit in the annual 
economic report to Congress a short- and 
long-range schedule for implementing the 
purposes of this Act. 

(b) The implementation schedule shall in
clude, but need not be limited to-

(1) reductions in the military budget; 
(2) recommendations for increased reve

nues through the reduction or elimination 
of wasteful tax expenditures and other loop
holes in the tax laws: 

(3) reduction in interest payments on the 
Federal debt by reductions in both real and 
nominal interest rates and Federal deficits; 

(4) recommendations for the appropriate 
use and direction of public and private pen
sion funds; and 

(5) the creation or promotion of private 
and public development banks, particularly 
in neighborhoods and other areas of high 
unemployment and poverty. 

<c> The implementation schedule shall in
clude, but need not be limited to-

(1) the promotion of educational activities 
within each State on locally-based overall 
planning, with special attention to educa
tional processes that promote and use the 
creative abilities of small, medium, and 
large business, of labor organizations and 
the unemployed, and of nonprofit voluntary 
and cooperative organizations; and 

<2> timetables for developing the condi
tions for progress in attaining the policy 
goals of this Act. 

<d> Any outlays proposed by agencies in
volved in the implementation of this Act 
shall be presented in terms not only of gross 
outlays but also of net outlays, computed 
with a full estimation of any immediate 
impact additional employment may have 
in-

(1) reducing outlays by reducing the 
number of people receiving unemployment 
compensation, public assistance, and other 
transfer payments <without necessarily in
cluding reduced outlays resulting from im
provements in public health and safety>; 
and 

<2> increasing tax receipts as a result of 
more individuals earning income subject to 
social security and income taxes and more 
business enterprises, particularly small busi
ness, earning the larger, more stable, and 
less subsidized total profits possible under 
conditions of full employment. 

FEMA WANTS OUT OF DISASTER 
RECOVERY BUSINESS 

<Mr. RIDGE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, regula
tions issued by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency [FEMAl pub
lished in the April 18 Federal Register 
I think will be of interest to many of 
my colleagues. 

In those regulations, FEMA pro
poses drastic reductions in the amount 
of Federal support that would be pro
vided to State and local governments 
in the event of natural disasters. 

FEMA's disaster recovery programs 
are separated into two categories, 
public and individual assistance. Indi
vidual assistance consists of individual 
and family grants, temporary housing, 
crisis counseling, and disaster unem
ployment assistance. The Disaster 
Relief Act allows the Federal Govern
ment to pay for 100 percent of certain 
costs associated with Presidentially de
clared disasters. While the Federal 
Government currently finances many 
of those individual assistance pro
grams at 100 percent, the new cost
sharing regulations propose reducing 
some programs to a 75-percent Federal 
share, with State and/or local govern
ments picking up the remaining 25 
percent. Public assistance programs 
are debris removal and the repair or 
replacement of uninsured damage to 
public property, such as roads and 
public buildings. While this Federal 
Government share of these programs 
has been established at 75 percent, 
FEMA proposes unbelievably strict, 
new eligibility requirements for the 
programs. And, if State and local gov
ernments substantiate damage of in
credible proportions sufficient to qual
ify for the public assistance programs 
under the proposed regulations, 
FEMA then proposes to reduce the 
Federal/State and local match to ap
proximately 50-50, according to a slid
ing scale. 

To give an example, Pennsylvania 
had three major disasters in 1985-tor
nadoes in northwestern Pennsylvania, 
Hurricane Gloria, and flooding of the 
Monongahela Valley, which also 
caused extensive damage in West Vir
ginia and Virginia. Even with three 
major disasters in 1985, with hundreds 
of millions of dollars of damage, under 
FEMA's new eligibility and cost-shar
ing proposals, Pennsylvania would not 
have been eligible for public assistance 
programs. Had FEMA made no contri
butions to debris removal and to the 
repair of public property in my State 
in 1985, the Pennsylvania State gov
ernment would have been required to 
spend an additional $11 million that 
year. Wisconsin officials report that 
their State would have to sustain a 
bare minimum of $4.4 million in unin-
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sured damage to public facilities to 
even be considered for Federal partici
pation, and that two of the last three 
disasters in that State would have 
been ineligible under the new rules. 
Kentucky calculations show that, de
spite frequent and severe flooding 
problems, no disaster since the enact
ment of the Disaster Relief Act would 
have been eligible for public assist
ance. In FEMA region V, Illinois, Indi
ana, Ohio, Michigan, and Wisconsin, 
the new formula would have reduced 
public assistance disaster declarations 
by 73 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, these regulations have 
been promulgated, obviously, with no 
consideration of the massive and unex
pected burden they would place on 
State treasuries. State and local gov
ernments already provide between 75 
and 85 percent of the costs of emer
gency management programs. And I 
can tell my colleagues from personal 
experience that following a natural 
disaster is the very worst time to place 
such major burdens on local govern
ments, which will surely be financially 
strapped. 

Under the new cost-sharing regula
tions, 61 of the Nation's last 111 disas
ters would have been ineligible for 
public assistance programs. 

Clearly, FEMA officials want out of 
the disaster recovery business, despite 
the congressional mandate contained 
in the Disaster Relief Act. These ac
tions go far beyond any mandate con
tained in the Gramm-Rudman legisla
tion. They cannot be justified or legiti
mized with deficit reduction explana
tions. I ask for the support of my col
leagues in stopping these proposed 
regulations which begin what I believe 
is a process to eliminate Federal in
volvement in disaster recovery. 

SANDINISTAS SHOWING THEIR 
TRUE COLORS 

<Mr. SWINDALL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and to include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. SWINDALL. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to commend this afternoon 
to my colleagues an editorial appear
ing in this morning's Atlanta Constitu
tion, entitled "Sandinistas Showing 
True Colors." 

The significance of this editorial is 
that it appears in a paper that has 
consistently criticized the President's 
attempt to aid the Contras in Central 
America. 

The other significance of this edito
rial is that apparently the editors of 
the Atlanta Constitution now under
stand the duplicity of the arguments 
being made by the Sandinista Commu
nists. Specifically, they criticize the 
Sandinistas for stating the fact that 
they want to engage in the Contadora 
process, but now that a Contadora 

treaty date has been set for signing 
June 6, once again they have backed 
off. 

It is evident now to all of us that the 
Sandinistas are not in fact interested 
in peace in that region. They are 
simply stalling for time in order to 
continue their military buildup. 

This editorial summarizes it very 
adequately in the last sentence where 
it states: "In continuing to flout Con
tadora, the Sandinistas prove that 
peace is not a goal of their revolu
tion." 

Mr. Speaker, I include the article 
from the Atlanta Constitution, as fol
lows: 

[From the Atlanta Constitution, May 13, 
1986] 

SANDINISTAS SHOWING TRUE COLORS 

The Sandinistas of Nicaragua are waving 
the flag of their true colors. By stubbornly 
refusing to get on board with Contradora, 
the Sandinistas have hoisted-if not the 
bloody red of communism-the tiresome 
camouflage and fatigue-green hues that 
show off leftists' fondness for the gun. 

The Sandinistas' recalcitrance spoiled an 
April attempt to rekindle the Contradora 
pact, and since then its sponsoring nations 
have labored valiantly to revive it. They 
have managed to set a June 6 signing date 
that every Central American country but 
Nicaragua has at least tentatively accepted. 
Among other provisions, the draft version of 
the agreement could limit the size of both 
armies and arsenals in those countries. 

The Sandinistas' main gripe seems to lie 
in that key provision-Contadora's call for 
arms limits. And, in general objections to 
the treaty, President Daniel Ortega dredges 
up his well-worn contention that the pact 
could pave the way for a U.S.-backed ouster 
of the Sandinista government. 

Ortega fails to see the clear opportunity 
Contadora provides for limiting U.S. actions 
in his part of the world. The treaty calls for 
an end to the presence of foreign advisers in 
the region and would prohibit Central 
American nations from carrying out joint 
military exercises with outside armies. 
While Nicaragua would be forced to ship its 
Cuban advisers home, the United States 
would lose the prerogative of keeping advis
ers in Honduras and training U.S. troops 
there. 

But the evenhandedness of the pact fails 
to sway Ortega, probably because the Sandi
nistas are not interested in fairness. On the 
arms-limits provision, for example, Ortega is 
typically duplicitous. He vows to keep all 
"defensive weapons," but he consents to 
consider abandoning "offensive weapons." 
Even accepting that farfetched proposition, 
Nicaragua would have to discard some of its 
high-tech hardware-or at least agree not to 
replace it-and pare down its army. 

The Sandinistas have built the largest, 
best-equipped army in Central America. 
They support a military force of 50,000 reg
ulars, 100,000 reservists and 150,000 militia 
members in the countryside. The Soviet 
Union and Cuba have supplied them with 
hardware well beyond the budgets of their 
hard-pressed neighbors, including 100 T-55 
tanks and at least a half-dozen Hind Mi-24 
helicopter gunships. By contrast, Costa 
Rica, Nicaragua's neighbor to the south, 
doesn't even maintain an army. Nicaragua 
obviously doesn't need such force to defend 
itself in its neighborhood. 

Neither Nicaragua nor the rest of the 
region should embrace an ill-conceived 
agreement. But a three-year gestation seems 
to have produced a fair and temperate 
effort to achieve peace in Central America. 
In continuing to flout Contadora, the Sandi
nistas prove that peace is not a goal of their 
revolution. 

BLATNIK RECEIVES ASMSA 
PUBLIC SERVICE AWARD 

<Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, yes
terday, our former colleague and my 
predecessor, the Honorable John A. 
Blatnik, received the Public Service 
Award of the Association of Metropoli
tan Sewerage Agencies, an organiza
tion representing some 100 of the Na
tion's cities. 

This distinguished award was con
ferred upon Chairman Blatnik in com
memoration of the 30th anniversary of 
the signing into law of the first Feder
al water pollution control law. I con
gratulate ASMSA for its recognition of 
this third decade of the clean water 
law and John Blatnik on receiving this 
well-deserved and truly earned award. 

In 1955, John Blatnik drafted a bill, 
the three basic elements of which 
were to become the cornerstone of 
America's decades-long, nationwide 
fight to clean up increasingly polluted 
waters. Blatnik, foreseeing the nation
wide scope of the pollution problem 
and certain that others in the Con
gress would share his concern and 
desire to act, reserved the Caucus 
Room of the Cannon House Office 
Building for a meeting to which were 
invited all Members of the House. 
Three people showed up: John Blat
nik; our former colleague and then 
chairman of the House Public Works 
Committee, the Honorable Bob Jones 
of Alabama; and Murray Stein, then 
an attorney in the Public Health Serv
ice of the Department of Health, Edu
cation and Welfare. Disappointed at 
the turnout, but undeterred from his 
vision, John Blatnik pressed ahead 
with introduction of the legislation, 
hearings on the bill and floor action 
the following year, resulting in signing 
of the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act into law in 1956. 

Blatnik's was a visionary contribu
tion, one that looked ahead, assessing 
the nature of the problem, acting deci
sively and courageously in the face of 
public apathy, moving both the Con
gress and the President on a course, 
from which it has not yet turned, 
toward cleanup of the Nation's lakes 
and streams and leaving, thereby, an 
extraordinary legacy of fishable, swim
mable waters for future generations. 

The road leading to enactment of 
the Federal Water Pollution Control 
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Act was not without its skeptics. Many 
of John Blatnik's contemporaries 
failed to recognize the growing water 
pollution problem in the Nation, and 
failed to grasp both its scope and the 
urgency of a national response to the 
problem of water pollution. At the 
time the 1956 legislation was enacted, 
Lake Erie was becoming a "dying 
lake," and some rivers, including the 
Mississippi, the Hudson and the Poto
mac, were becoming "open, running 
sewers." At one time, during a harsh 
Washington dryspell, Blatnik referred 
to the Tidal Basin, surrounded by its 
magnificent cherry blossom trees, as 
the "best dressed cesspool" in Amer
ica." 

John Blatnik raised the conscious
ness of his colleagues and the Nation 
about the growing challenge of water 
pollution; and to his great credit he 
not only foresaw the problem, but ini
tiated a practical, workable approach 
long before the pollution issue reached 
its most critical stages. He made us 
care about our resources and, through 
his landmark legislation, inspired us to 
want to protect those resources for 
future generations. He was an environ
mentalist long before the term gained 
its current popularity. 

John Blatnik was honored many 
times during his service in the Con
gress for his visionary and vigorous 
crusade for clean water. It is a special 
mark of tribute and an extraordinary 
distinction to be recognized for that 
service during his retirement years 
and for that I congratulate both John 
Blatnik and ASMSA. 

Mr. Speaker, ASMSA's news release 
announcing the award to the Honora
ble John A. Blatnik follows: 
AUTHOR OF FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON

TROL LEGISLATION HONORED ON 30TH ANNI
VERSARY 

Former Minnesota Congressman John A. 
Blatnik who was the original author of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Legislation 
enacted by Congress 30 years was presented 
with ASMSA's 1986 Public Service Award by 
the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage 
Agencies on Monday, May 12, at their 
annual meeting held in Chicago. The Asso
ciation represents about 100 major cities in 
the United States. 

The Award is made annually to recognize 
performance of "outstanding public service" 
by a former appointed or elected official. 

Blatnik, a 28-yr. veteran of Congress from 
N.E. Minnesota, now retired, was the sole 
author of the Water Pollution Control Act 
of 1956, which for the first time made Fed
eral Grants available to cities to encourage 
and aid them in the construction of the 
then lagging municipal water abatement fa
cilities, as national rivers, lakes, and harbors 
were becoming more and more polluted year 
by year. Recalled Blatnik, Lake Erie, one of 
the Five Great Lakes that comprise the 
largest body of fresh water in the world, was 
already becoming a "dying lake', and some 
rivers, including parts of the Mississippi, the 
Hudson, Chesapeake, and even the Potomac 
River were becoming "open, running 
sewers". At one time during a dry spell Blat
nik called the Cherry Blossom Tidal Basin 

in Washington the "best dressed cess-pool" 
in America. 

A Brookings Institution publication in 
1969, narrating the development of water 
pollution control legislation between 1956 
and 1961 described Blatnik as "the principal 
architect" of that legislation. 

During those and subsequent years Con
gress determined that water pollution was 
not merely a local health problem and that 
the Nation's towns and cities alone could 
not cope with what was obviously an in
creasingly complex and huge national prob
lem which would require the sustained, co
ordinated efforts of the Federal Govern
ment, the States as well as the municipali
ties and great compliance by industry. 

Blatnik pointed out that great improve
ments in water quality have been made 
these past 30 years in many major areas of 
the Country, but some areas are "barely 
holding their own", and in others we are 
falling behind. 

Blatnik cited the disposal of accumulated 
toxic wastes as the most vexing and frus
trating problem before us. He said, "the 
volume of our toxic waste has been reduced 
by only about 1% in the recent years of the 
program.'' 

Next week in Washington, on May 20th, 
Blatnik will be among those honored by the 
American Road & Transportation Builders 
Assn. in celebrating the 30th Anniversary of 
the Interstate Highway System. Blatnik was 
one of the five members of the House Public 
Works Committee that drafted the initial 
legislation. 

Co-incidentally, 1986 is also the 30 Anni
versary of Congress' enactment of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway, of which Blatnik was co
author with the late George Dondero of De
troit, Michigan in the House. 

Blatnik was Chairman of the House 
Public Works Committee when he retired in 
1975. 

AT FEMA, IT'S POLITICIANS 
FIRST, TAXPAYERS LATER IN 
A NUCLEAR ATTACK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, in times of 
emergency, the command we are used to 
hearing is "women and children first, others 
later." 

For those at the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency planning for a nuclear 
attack, the new cry seems to be "politicians 
first, taxpayers later." 

This is the best way to describe a civil de
fense program now under consideration at 
FEMA which would provide for comprehensive 
protection in fallout shelters of public officials 
while, for others, "the self-help and volunta
rism that are used so effectively in natural dis
asters" would be emphasized. 

I would like to quote from a paper on civil 
defense circulated at FEMA and dated March 
6 of this year. It says: 

Given the inadequate level of current 
attack preparedness in the United States 
and the huge budget deficit, adequate pre
paredness cannot be provided quickly. 
Therefore, the program recognizes the need 
for citizens to assume greater responsibility 
for their survival protection. It will empha
size the development of self-help informa
tion and materials as well as orientation for 

emergency management professionals in the 
self-help concept. 

On the other hand, FEMA would provide fi
nancial assistance to States and local govern
ments to ensure protection of elected leader
ship and Government resources, facilities, and 
personnel. This is to ensure that "Government 
decisionmakers can sustain emergency oper
ations in support of the general population." 

Mr. Speaker, to fully comprehend the mag
nitude of this harebrained proposal requires a 
reading of the March 6, 1986 FEMA paper at 
some length. At this point, I am including in 
the RECORD a copy of the "Civil Defense Pro
gram" paper under discussing at FEMA in 
recent weeks. 

The material follows: 
CIVIL DEFENSE PROGRAM 

PURPOSE 

This paper describes the content of the 
civil defense program for the United States. 
In an environment of limited resources, the 
civil defense program should be focused on 
building attack preparedness capabilities 
rcognizing and supporting the existing all
hazards emergency management infrastruc
ture. 

BACKGROUND 

The Federal Civil Defense Act states: 
It is the policy and intent of Congress to 

provide a system of civil defense for the pro
tection of life and property in the United 
States from attack and from natural disas
ter. 

• • • • • 
Funds made available to the States under 

this act may be used by the States for the 
purposes of preparing for, and providing 
emergency assistance in response to, natural 
disasters to the extent that the use of such 
funds for such progam is consistent with, 
contributes to, and does not detract from 
attack-related civil defense preparedness. 

• • • • • 
[The program] should be adaptable to 

help deal with natural disasters and other 
peacetime emergencies. 

By law, therefore, the basis of the U.S. 
civil defense program is that Government at 
all levels has a responsibility to protect the 
lives and property of citizens. The Act is 
also clear in setting the program's priorities: 
the basic mission is attack-related prepared
ness; and as far as possible, attack prepared
ness capabilities should be adaptable to 
peacetime emergencies as well. 

Recognizing the inadequate state of 
attack preparedness, the President in 1982 
issued National Security Decision Directive 
(NSDD) 26, which called for a civil defense 
program that would: < 1) enhance deterrence 
in conjunction with our strategic offensive 
and other strategic defensive forces; (2) 
reduce the possibility of coercion in time of 
crisis; (3) rely on crisis relocation, given stra
tegic warning, as the primary means of pop
ulation protection; and (4) improve ability 
to deal with large-scale domestic emergen
cies. Further, plans and systems for popula
tion were to be completed by 1989 at an esti
mated cost of $4.2 billion. 

The program, however, was opposed by di
verse vocal factions and was never funded 
by the Congress. Some contended that civil 
defense was useless, while others declared a 
strong program might help trigger a nuclear 
war by luling government decisionmakers 
into a false sense of security. Anti-defense 
groups challenged it as an element in the 



10512 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 13, 1986 
Nation's nuclear war-fighting strategy, 
while the media and other opinion leaders 
<including some in the Congress> ridiculed 
the central element of the program, crisis 
relocation, as absurd and undoable. 

In the end, the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency <FEMA> received funding 
to maintain only the status quo. Without 
the requested enhanced budget the goals 
envisioned by NSDD-26 could not be met. 

As a result, FEMA focused on improving 
ability to deal with peacetime disasters. The 
Agency developed an all-hazard program 
which emphasized building response capa
bilities common to all emergencies. Al
though the Administration in FY's 1984 and 
1985 again requested increased funding, the 
Congress remained unpersuaded in spite of 
the redirected program emphasis. Most re
cently, in FY 1986, the Administration's 
own request was so sharply reduced that the 
congressional appropriation represents an 
all-time low in real dollars in the funding 
history of the program. 

CURRENT SITUATION AND ASSESSMENT 

The all-hazard, capability-building ap
proach has proven valid, contributing at all 
levels of government to the development of 
an emergency management infrastructure 
with capabilities to respond to most peace
time disasters. But the unintended conse
quence of the all-hazard approach has been 
a continued deterioration of already danger
ously low levels of attack preparedness. For 
many State and local officials, increasingly 
preoccupied with the pressing and immedi
ate demands of peacetime emergency pre
paredness, "all-hazard" has come to mean 
all hazards except nuclear attack, and "ca
pability-building'', similarly, has come to 
mean the development of capabilities only 
to respond to the greatest peacetime disas
ter likely to strike their community. For its 
part, the Federal Government has been un
willing to insist that States and local com
munities maintain an emphasis on attack
related preparedness in their all-hazard pro
grams. 

The implications for nuclear attack pre
paredness are sobering: The United States 
today would probably not survive as a politi
cal and social entity after a major nuclear 
exchange. As many as half our citizens, or 
more would be lost to the direct and indirect 
effects of the weapons themselves and mil
lions more would die in the chaos of the 
postattack environment. State and local 
governments, lacking the capabilities to sur
vive, would be unable to provide citizens 
even the more basic life-sustaining support. 

The experiences that have led to the civil 
defense program's present state hold impor
tant lessons if constructive solutions are to 
be developed and the pitfalls of the past 
avoided, namely: 

1. Nuclear attack preparedness will never 
be achieved solely through an all-hazard, ca
pability-building approach, therefore there 
is a need for increased focus on attack pre
paredness. 

Preparedness for nuclear attack requires 
for the most part the same kinds of emer
gency capabilities needed for peacetime 
emergencies. But nuclear attack so far ex
ceeds the extent and severity of even the 
most catastrophic of natural disasters, that 
reliance solely on all-hazard, capability
building from the bottom up will never 
result in real attack preparedness. FEMA 
remains committed to an all-hazard, capabil
ity-building approach as the best way to im
prove basic emergency capabilities, but the 
experience of the past several years shows it 
must also direct resources to attack-specific 

requirements that will not otherwise be 
met. 

2. Although the all-hazards, capability 
building approach has contributed to devel
opment of an effective emergency manage
ment infrastructure, insufficient attention 
has been paid to its survivability in an 
attack environment. 

The United States now has moderate ca
pabilities to respond to peacetime disasters. 
An emergency management infrastructure 
of trained professionals with special equip
ment and support systems has been built 
over the years at every level of government. 
That infrastructure supports State and 
local elected and appointed officials, who 
have the primary responsibility for protect
ing the lives and property of their citizens. 
In the event of nuclear attack on this 
Nation, those officials will be called on to 
lead efforts to reduce loss of life and strive 
to restore the essentials for living and the 
institutions of our society. Those leaders 
and emergency professionals should be pre
pared to respond, recognizing that the Fed
eral Government may not be able to help in 
any significant way for a substantial time. 
Therefore, leadership (trained and paid pro
fessionals), at the level where the effects of 
emergencies are felt, is a fundamental re
quirement for providing citizens with even 
the most basic life-sustaining support. 

3. A 1980 amendment to the Federal Civil 
Defense Act stated that "an improved civil 
defense program should be implemented 
which ... enhances the survivability of the 
American people and its leadership in the 
event of nuclear war and thereby improves 
the basis for eventual recovery .... " To 
date, however, this sense of the Congress 
has not been implemented. 

The credibility of the civil defense pro
gram is damaged by its failure to address 
adequately the monumental problems of 
maintaining at all levels of government a 
crisis management capability throughout 
the trans-attack period and of restoring 
postattack government and society. For 
many, little solace is to be drawn from im
proved chances for surviving a nuclear 
attack only to face the possibility of dying 
slowly afterward due to lack of life-support 
essentials. Program design must squarely 
address these problems. 

4. The existing program, and particularly 
certain elements, has provoked the resist
ance and ridicule of some opinion leaders. 

The Administration must present and be 
able to defend a program that the average 
informed American can accept as under
standable, reasonable, and realistic. 

This includes neither understating nor ex
aggerating weapons effects or the effective
ness of protection measures, honestly ac
knowledging the unknowns, and avoiding as
sertions that feed the agruments of detrac
tors and cannot be empirically defended by 
the program's supporters. Equally impor
tant, the Federal Government must seek to 
correct the record whenever the national 
program is misrepresented or misunder
stood. 

5. Lack of public interest and involvement 
has contributed to a corresponding lack of 
congressional support and appropriations. 

In peacetime few Americans are inclined 
to think seriously about nuclear war. Of the 
fewer still who think about civil defense, 
there is generally the mistaken belief that 
the U.S. has more capability than in fact it 
has. Interest in both subjects heightens 
only during periods of escalating interna
tional tension or of public controversy over 
the nuclear issue. For the "passionate" few 

actively engaged in the nuclear debate on a 
continuing basis, misinformation or retreat 
to unrealistic solutions detracts from the 
possibility of informed national discussion. 
If the civil defense program is to fulfill its 
mission, it must attract and encourage in
formed interest and responsible involvement 
from the public and its leadership. 

6. There has been insufficient emphasis 
on providing citizens with information and 
technical assistance for self-initiated surviv
al measures. 

Given available resources for civil defense, 
citizen responsibility for self-help is para
mount and Government at all levels is obli
gated to make this known. Program design 
should reflect that individual survival prep
arations must necessarily grow in inverse 
proportion to governmental funding. The 
program will need to emphasize public in
formation and education, and ways to en
courage the self-help and volunteerism that 
are used so effectively in natural disasters. 
Such efforts ideally could also lead to great
er participation by an informed public in 
the shaping of national civil defense policy. 

7. Inadequate funding has dissipated the 
effectiveness of certain program elements. 

The elements that make up the U.S. civil 
defense program have evolved from the re
quirements set forth by the Federal Civil 
Defense Act. Over the years, civil defense 
managers have strived to maintain a "bal
anced" program by keeping each element 
alive. But resources have been spread so 
thinly in some cases that the program ele
ments no longer accomplish the objectives 
for which they were originally intended. 
Such elements need to be reexamined and 
refocused to restore their effectiveness and 
positive contribution to the program. 

CIVIL DEFENSE EMPHASIS AND PRIORITIES 

The civil defense program proposed here 
is not a new program. It recognizes and sup
ports the existing State and local emergency 
management infrastructure as both an es
sential national security asset and a vehicle 
for peacetime emergency response as well. 
While continuing to support this infrastruc
ture, however, the program will focus civil 
defense resources and program elements on 
building two selected attack-related capa
bilities: State and local crisis management 
(or continuity of government> and popula
tion protection with greater emphasis on 
citizen self-help. 

The program will continue to support all
hazard integrated emergency management 
at the State and local levels, to the extent 
this is consistent with, contributes to, and 
does not detract from attack preparedness. 
In addition, the Federal Government will 
assure that civil defense funds will be pro
vided to those States and localities that par
ticipate and cooperate in the development 
and improvement of attack preparedness ca
pabilities. State and local governments must 
participate fully in civil defense attack pre
paredness programs to receive any funds au
thorized by the Civil Defense Act. 

It is critical to develop a State and local 
crisis management capability which comple
ments and supports the Federal continuity 
of government program. Federal, State and 
local officials are just beginning to recog
nize the interdependence of all levels and 
branches of government in sustaining a 
viable democratic society after a nuclear 
attack. Since in this country the vast major
ity of resources available for government re
sponse are under the control of State and 
local governments, Federal continuity of 
government operations will be successful 
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only if a sound crisis management capability 
exists at State and local government levels. 

For their part, State and local govern
ments must have a crisis management capa
bility that will enable them to prevent esca
lating emergencies of any type from over
whelming emergency management systems, 
allow them to preserve or reconstitute civil 
government, and ensure that they can pro
vide essential support to the population. 
The development of such a capability is not 
designed to single out "elite" groups for spe
cial protection. Rather, it is to ensure that 
the emergency management infrastructure 
can survive to direct critical response and 
recovery operations that support the gener
al population. 

Federal guidance and financial assistance, 
therefore, will be given to State and local 
government officials to ensure that the 
emergency management infrastructure and 
response mechanisms include the key com
ponents of continuity of government. 
<These include succession of elected leader
ship; predelegation of emergency authori
ties; protection of vital government records, 
resources, facilities and personnel; Emergen
cy Operating Centers; and Emergency 
Action Steps.) These components will 
ensure that government decisionmakers can 
sustain emergency operations in support of 
the general population. The crisis manage
ment component will also provide leader
ship linkage to other civil defense elements 
that help citizens acquire survival skills, as 
well as provide supplemental staff support 
for existing emergency response organiza
tions. 

Population protection has also been se
lected for priority emphasis. This program 
element will continue planning for both in
place protection-and support to spontaneous 
evacuees. Without special emphasis on this 
element there is little justification for com
mitting scarce resources to a civil defense 
program at all. While citizens will and 
should make their own choice on the ade
quacy of either the in-place shelter or evac
uation option based on their unique circum
stances, it is imperative that government 
provide them with at least one of these op
tions if the life-saving mandate of the Fed
eral Civil Defense Act is not to be rejected 
by default. 

Given the inadequate level of current 
attack preparedness in the U.S. and the 
huge budget deficit, adequate prepardeness 
cannot be provided quickly. Therefore, the 
program recognizes the need for citizens to 
assume greater responsibility for their sur
vival protection. It will emphasize the devel
opment of self-help information and materi
als as well as orientation for emergency 
management professionals to the self-help 
concept. An informed and educated public 
holds the greatest potential for lifesaving 
payoff given current and expected civil de
fense budgets. 

Increasing public awareness of emergency 
preparedness measures will also motivate 
some citizens to participate voluntarily to 
enhance permanent, community-based 
emergency organizations. This could provide 
State and local emergency planners with a 
potential source of manpower if volunteer 
efforts are in existence to satisfy the indi
vidual's desire to serve in this way. 

This is not the first time volunteerism has 
been looked to as an augmentation to emer
gency management. Such emphasis was in 
existence throughout the 1950's with an en
rollment at one time of over 4 million. The 
effort eventually died out from lack of Fed
eral leadership and support-not enough 

educational materials and training and inef
fective use of the volunteers. These pitfalls 
can be avoided in a renewed program by: (1) 
providing a core governmental program 
with clearly defined roles and duties for vol
unteers; (2) providing training, education, 
and information on a regular basis; and (3) 
engaging them in an active, community
based program of all-hazard activities. 

FEMA will develop guidance for State and 
local emergency management organizations 
on recruitment, organization, training, and 
use of volunteers: prepare materials for vol
unteers; and work with national voluntary 
organizations to win their support for emer
gency preparedness volunteerism. 

In sum, the first two years of the pro
posed program will focus on these three em
phases: continued support of the civil de
fense infrastructure, development of a sur
vivable State and local crisis management 
capability, and the development of citizen 
self-help and government augmented volun
teer components within traditional Federal 
support of population protection. Targeting 
resources on these areas will conserve capa
bilities achieved while, at the same time, be
ginning to make measurable improvements 
in attack-related preparedness. If increased 
public support or some external emergency 
event or situation were to result in signifi
cant Congressional funding increases, this 
program is readily expandable: the civil de
fense infrastructure can be enhanced and 
additional attack-related capabilities can be 
added. 

These emphases will also continue to have 
application in the face of important ongoing 
activities which singly or in combination 
could significantly redefine attack threats: 

An updating of the nuclear threat, based 
on current Soviet targeting strategies <to be 
completed by FEMA in early calendar year 
1986); 

The effects of the potential "nuclear 
winter" phenomenon; and 

The impact of a space-based strategic de
fense system. 

The proposed program, therefore, empha
sizes requirements that will remain valid re
gardless of new developments in these areas. 
It will increase the resilience of State and 
local governments and of American society 
in the face of any crisis or disaster. Surviv
able crisis management capabilities at State 
and local levels will provide for the continu
ation of our constitutional and democratic 
form of government, whose primary pur
pose in time of emergency is to conduct life
saving operations to support the public in 
communities throughout the country. The 
new emphasis on volunteers and self-help 
should result in greater citizen participation 
and, ultimately, more lives saved. 

The budget strategy to achieve the pro
posed program and status of key elements 
are described in annex A. 

Annex B is a draft National Security Deci
sion Directive <NSDD) on civil defense 
which provides a policy framework for im
plementation of the proposed program. 

Annex Cis a brief history of U.S. civil de
fense. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, May 8, I was part of the official U.S. 
delegation attending the inauguration of Presi-

dent-elect Arias of Costa Rica with Vice Presi
dent BusH, and missed several recorded 
votes. I would like to take this opportunity to 
inform my constituents exactly how I would 
have voted on House Resolution 448, the rule 
of the urgent supplemental appropriations, 
fiscal year 1986, and other related amend
ments. 

With respect to the first vote taken on 
House Resolution 448, rollcall No. 113, I 
would have voted "nay," thereby backing up 
the administration's objection to language in 
this bill which would have severly limited the 
President's deferral authority to control Feder
al spending. 

Concerning the Walker amendment to 
reduce the 1986 allocation of aid to Ireland 
from $50 million to $20 million, I would have 
voted "Nay" on rollcall No. 114. I feel that it is 
essential that the full amount be granted in 
order to send a clear message to our friends 
in Ireland and Great Britian that we support 
the recent Anglo-Irish Accords which we pray 
will bring them closer to peace and stability in 
Northern Ireland. 

On rollcall vote No. 115, the so-called 
Armey amendment, I clearly would have sup
ported with a "yea" vote because it basically 
restored the President's deferral authority: his 
ability to cut wasteful Government spending. 

Rollcall vote No. 116, the Lott amendment, 
was designed to limit or confine the Demo
crats' deferral language to funds contained 
only in this bill. With the defeat of the Armey 
amendment, which was a more comprehen
sive approach to the same problem of dimin
ishing Presidential authority, I would have sup
ported the Lott amendment with a "yea" vote. 

The motion to recommit, embodied in roll
call vote No. 117, was an opportunity to send 
this bill back to committee to reconsider the 
language limiting the deferral procedure. I 
would have voted "yea" in support of the 
motion to recommit. 

On final passage, rollcall vote No. 118, of 
the urgent supplemental appropriations, I 
would have voted "nay" in the interest of cut
ting excessive Government expenditures. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid
ably absent on Thursday, May 8, 1986, for 
rollcall No. 113, when the House agreed to 
House Resolution 448, the rule waiving certain 
points of order against consideration of H.R. 
4515, making urgent supplemental appropria
tions for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1986. Had I been present, I would have voted 
"aye." 

I would have voted "no" for rollcall No. 114, 
the amendment the House rejected that en
deavored to reduce the foreign assistance 
payment to the International Fund agreed to 
by the United Kingdom and Ireland. I was 
paired against the amendment that sought to 
strike language exempting present and subse
quent appropriations from the deferral author
ity of the President for rollcall No. 115. I was 
paired against the amendment that sought to 
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confine the deferral repealer to the appropria
tions contained in H.R. 4515, for rollcall No. 
116. I was paired against the motion to re
commit H.R. 4515 to the Committee on Ap
propriations with instructions that it be report
ed back amended to preclude addition to the 
deficit for fiscal year, 1986, for rollcall No. 
117. 

I would have voted "aye" for rollcall No. 
118 for passage of H.R. 4515, that was 
agreed to by a vote of 242 to 132. 

CLARIFICATION OF VOTE ON 
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 589, 
THE SAUDI ARABIA ARMS 
SALES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Alaska [Mr. YoUNG] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to go on record as being opposed to the 
Saudi Arabia arms sales, House Joint Resolu
tion 589. The vote occurred on May 7, 1986, 
rollcall No. 112. I inadvertently voted "nay"; I 
intended to vote "yea." I feel compelled to 
make this clarification in light of my long
standing record of opposition to such arms 
sales. 

COMMERCIAL NUCLEAR 
POWERPLANTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. Runnl is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RUDD. Mr. Speaker, a handful 
of my constituents have contacted me 
recently to express concern about the 
Chernobyl nuclear powerplant inci
dent in the Soviet Union. They also 
questioned the safety of nuclear pow
erplants in the United States. These 
questions are welcomed in a free socie
ty like ours and, in fact, it is this sort 
of public scrutiny-not at all present 
in the Soviet Union-that has helped 
to ensure the high degree of safety in 
our industry over the years. 

From the very start, safety has been 
the prime concern in the design, con
struction, and operation of commercial 
nuclear powerplants in the United 
States and most other Western coun
tries. U.S. reactor designs include nu
merous redundant, engineered safety 
systems to maintain core cooling and 
to remove and confine all radioactiv
ity. In keeping with this concept of re
dundancy, U.S. reactors are placed 
into thick steel pressure vessels and, in 
turn, are housed in airtight contain
ment buildings which are constructed 
of steel-lined, steel-reinforced con
crete. They are designed to withstand 
all emergency conditions including 
earthquakes, tornados and, in some 
cases, even the crash of large aircraft. 
This attention to safety has resulted 
in an impeccable safety record for this 
industry in our country and one better 
than any other industry in the last 30 
years. The tragedy in Chernobyl is 

lamentable, and it is hoped that what 
we learn from this incident will im
prove the safety of nuclear energy not 
only in the Soviet Union but elsewhere 
in the world. 

Our Government strictly regulates 
these plants, paying close attention to 
safety. In addition, the industry has 
taken numerous steps on its own to 
improve safety. For example, there 
has been a fivefold increase in the 
number of nuclear powerplant train
ing simulators available for operator 
training since 1979, and another 26 are 
to be built. There has been a 400-per
cent increase in the average number of 
full-time utility training per plant. 
New computer programs are being de
veloped to give early warning to plant 
operators in the event that equipment 
removed for maintenance might create 
trouble. National organizations, such 
as the Institute of Nuclear Power Op
erations [INPOl, have been estab
lished to promote improved perform
ance and safety. 

By contrast with this United States 
emphasis on safety, the Soviet pro
gram is irresponsibly inadequate. The 
Chernobyl plant would never have 
been allowed to operate commercially 
in the United States. It did not have a 
pressure vessel to contain its nuclear 
reaction. It did not have a contain
ment building as required on all U.S. 
commercial reactors. 

The Soviets' inattention to safety
possible only in the closed society of 
the Soviet Union where little regard is 
paid to human life-has now cost lives. 
The Soviets also recklessly endangered 
the health and safety of the citizens of 
neighboring countries by failing to 
give notice of the accident. They have 
failed to adequately share information 
about the accident with the world 
community as international responsi
bilities would dictate. 

It would be improper to compare the 
Soviet program with our own. The 
U.S. stresses safety first, and operates 
in an open and free environment. Con
gress has, and will continue, to ensure 
the highest degree of safety. 

MISS HELEN HAYES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
subject of my special order today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, yester

day, May 12, 1986, the President of the 
United States presented the highest 
civilian honor that our Government 

has to offer to my distinguished con
stituent, Miss Helen Hayes-the Presi
dential Medal of Freedom. 

The significant contributions made 
by Miss Helen Hayes to the perform
ing arts and to our American culture 
are well known and will survive all of 
us here today. The only question con
cerning this award is why Helen Hayes 
is receiving the Medal of Freedom 
only now, nearly a quarter of a centu
ry after the award was initiated by 
President Kennedy. The award to 
Helen Hayes is long overdue. 

Miss Hayes a native of Washington, 
DC, is now 85 years young. I am confi
dent that none of us in this Chamber 
was present when Helen made her 
stage debut at the Belasco Theatre 
here in Washington on January 22, 
1909. Her New York debut took place 
10 months later. During the transi
tional decade when the world was con
vulsed by the First World War and 
America shifted from rural innocence 
to urban world leadership, Helen 
Hayes became a household word as 
the premier child star on the legiti
mate stage. Such immortal roles as 
Pollyanna in the play of that name, 
and as Margaret in "Penrod," are re
membered as classics today. 

As both the 19th century and Helen 
Hayes entered their twenties, Helen 
Hayes accomplished that rare feat 
which many in the theatrical world 
have attempted, but few have succeed
ed-she made the transition from 
child star to a beautiful, charming 
young adult actress. In such roles as 
Cleopatra, and as the star of "Co
quette." Helen Hayes became the toast 
of Broadway during "the roaring 
twenties." 

That decade gave birth to one of the 
legendary marriages of show business. 
Helen Hayes' marriage to playwright 
Charles MacArthur ended only with 
his untimely death in 1956. For 31 
years, the MacArthurs were social 
leaders and islands of stability in a 
profession known to destroy relation
ships between lesser egos. To talk to 
Helen Hayes even today, one is struck 
by the genuine love and mutual re
spect that the MacArthurs shared. 

It was soon after their marriage that 
the MacArthurs settled in my congres
sional district in the beautiful village 
of Nyack, NY. The MacArthurs, and 
Helen, since her widowhood, have 
been the pinnacles of Rockland 
County society. 

In the late 1920's and through the 
1930's, Helen Hayes career soared 
until it reached astronomical propor
tions. Although she appeared in a 
number of highly successful motion 
pictures, winning an Academy Award 
as best actress for 1932, her first love 
was the Broadway stage and her home 
in nearby Nyack. It was during this 
time she received international ac
claim for her performance as Queen 
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Victoria in "Victoria Regina," a role in 
which she was required to age from 18 
to 80 in less than 3 hours. 

Tragedy struck the MacArthurs in 
1949. Their beloved daughter Mary, an 
aspiring actress herself, was taken 
from them by polio. Years later, Miss 
Hayes confided to an interviewer: 

The only thing that made it possible for 
me to live through the torment after that 
incredible blow was when I began to consid
er how many other people had survived 
similar cruelties. 

Helen Hayes' perseverance during 
her times of trial have proven to be an 
inspiration to all of us. As the Presi
dent pointed out during the presenta
tion yesterday, her success on the 
stage, in movies, on radio and on tele
vision, as well as her kind soul, "make 
her an original." 

In recent decades, Helen Hayes has 
truly become respected as the indis
puted queen of American theatre. The 
Helen Hayes Theatre in New York was 
named after her in 1960, making her 
one of the few persons to whom this 
honor was extended while still alive. 
In 1971, she received a second Oscar. 
It is indicative of her lack of pretense 
that she received word of this second 
Oscar at Catholic University here in 
Washington. She was appearing on 
campus in "Long Day's Journey Into 
Night" and, at the age of 70, preferred 
residence in the unversity's dorms to 
any of Washington's more elaborate 
hostelries. 

We in the mid-Hudson valley of New 
York are beneficiaries of her generosi
ty. The Helen Hayes State Rehabilita
tion Hospital in Haverstraw, NY, and 
the Mary MacArthur Memorial 
Garden-known as "Mary's Garden"
at Nyack Hospital are just two exam
ples of this wonderful lady's devotion 
to others. 

Our colleagues on the Select Com
mittee on Aging are well aware of the 
graceful manner in which Helen 
Hayes had become an articulate 
spokesman for "the old," which is the 
term she prefers. "Senior citizen," she 
contends, "is condescending, patroniz
ing, an expression of self-conscious
ness and fear, and of everything nega
tive about the business of being old." 

"I think the elderly must have more 
choice," Helen says, "We're treated a 
little bit as if we're not reliable judges 
of what's good for us. I think most of 
the time we are." 

Six years ago, the Christian Science 
Monitor profiled Helen Hayes, saying 
of her: "She also has an ageless 
beauty, with her fresh, pink and white 
complexion, delft-blue eyes, and a 
mass of white hair swept up on top of 
her head like a tiara • • • She is the 
very definition of the lines she said in 
1926 as Maggie in J .M. Barrie's "What 
Every Woman Knows." When asked, 
"What is charm?" she replies: "It's a 
sort of bloom on a woman. If you have 
it, you don't need to have anything 

else; and if you don't have it, it doesn't 
much matter what else you have." 

Mr. Speaker, it is an extreme pleas
ure to pay tribute to this fine, beauti
ful American. To her, to her son 
James MacArthur, who is a distin
guished actor in his own right, to her 
grandchildren, and to her many 
friends and loved ones, we salute 
Helen Hayes as a magnificent contrib
utor to the American way of life and 
as an inspiration to all of us. 

0 1925 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, at this 

time I yield to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the gentle
man for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it does my heart good 
to have the privilege of joining my dis
tinguished friend from New York and 
other of my colleagues in paying trib
ute to the greatest lady of the Ameri
can stage, one of the noblest and 
greatest of our time, one of the most 
charming ladies of the world and a 
particularly dear friend, Helen Hayes. 
I know of no person who is universally 
admired, revered and loved more than 
Helen. When God made Helen Hayes, 
he gave to the world as nearly a per
fect human being as could have been 
conceived. Superb in her talents on 
the stage and in the media, she has 
won the admiration of the world for 
the magnificence and the majesty of 
her performances. Who can ever 
forget Helen Hayes in so many of the 
great parts she has played upon the 
stage or in the media. She not only 
has phenominal talent, but she has 
that warmth of spirit, that sincerity, 
those mysterious moving qualities that 
are hers. The world will never forget 
Helen Hayes as an actress, but Helen 
Hayes is far more than a superb ac
tress. She is an extraordinary human 
being. No heart has been more com
passionate to those who needed help. 
None has been kinder to friends and 
fellow beings, none more restless to 
help those who need help than this 
rare person, Helen Hayes. The causes 
that she has sponsored, the people she 
has aided, the humanitarian contribu
tions that she has made are innumera
ble. All over America there are those 
who thank God that a wonderful 
person like Helen Hayes lived in their 
time and helped them. 

She is as sensitive to her duties as a 
citizen as she is to her other concerns. 
She is a great American and only yes
terday, the President of the United 
States bestowed upon her the Nation's 
highest civilian award the Medal of 
Freedom. What a fitting recognition 
of this great lady the President's 
action was. 

And above all, Helen Hayes is a lady 
of limitless charm, graciousness and 
beauty. She brightens the path upon 
which she walks. She illuminates the 
spirit of those with whom she moves 

and works and lives. When Helen 
Hayes walks into a room it is as if a 
new, bright light were turned on in 
that area, a magnetism of person and 
mind and spirit illumines all around 
her. 

Indeed when we think of Helen 
Hayes we are reminded of the words of 
the poet: 
Oh Helen thy beauty is to me 
like those Nycean barks of yore 
which homeward 'ore a perfumed sea 
a weary, wayworn wanderer bore 
to his own native shore. 

And I leave it to Shakespeare who 
alone can describe this lovely lady for 
it must have been an extraordinary 
lady like Helen Hayes of whom Shake
speare spoke when he said in "Love's 
Labour's Lost": 
0 queen of queens! how far dost thou excel, 
No thought can think, nor tongue of mortal 

tell. 

0 1935 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] for his kind and 
eloquent contribution in our salute to 
Helen Hayes. I recall when Helen 
Hayes came down to grace his birth
day party not too many months ago, 
and we all enjoyed that event and the 
particular honor she paid to the gen
tleman by being present on that occa
sion. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
commend my distinguished friend for 
initiating this special order. No more 
worthy subject could have been found. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his contribution. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, as 
chairman of the Congressional Arts Caucus, I 
am especially pleased to add my tribute to the 
First Lady of American theater-Helen Hayes. 
Yesterday, Miss Hayes received one of the 
highest honors bestowed upon citizens of this 
country-the Medal of Freedom. Her out
standing contributions to the arts as well as 
her humanitarian efforts prove beyond a doubt 
that she is well deserving of our Nation's high
est civilian award. 

The stage career of this remarkable woman 
spans more than 76 years. She first appeared 
on stage at age 6 here in Washington, DC, as 
Prince Charles in the Columbia Players' pro
duction of "A Royal Family" at the National 
Theater. At age 9, she made her New York 
City debut as the Little Mime in "Old Dutch" 
at the Herald Square Theatre. Since that very 
early beginning, she has continued to mes
merize audiences in theaters on Broadway 
and across the United States. 

The numerous accolades she has received 
throughout her career are testimony to her in
credible talent as a performer. Often cited as 
one of her greatest theatrical successes, Miss 
Hayes' performance as Queen Victoria in 
"Victoria Regina," earned her the Drama 
League of New York Delia Austrian Medal in 
1936. Previously, she was the recipient in 
1931 of an oscar as best actress for her per
formance in "The Sin of Madelon Claudet." In 
1947, she received a Tony Award for her per-
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formance as Addie in "Happy Birthday," and 
in 1970 at age 70, she was honored by the 
academy as best supporting actress for her 
performance in "Airport." In addition to her 
numerous stage credits, she has also received 
an honorary doctor of fine arts degree from 
Princeton University and other honorary de
grees from many colleges and universities 
around the country. 

Certainly, Helen Hayes' lifetime achieve
ments speak for themselves. She is truly one 
of America's greatest performers. Therefore, it 
is a great honor to pay a special tribute to our 
First Lady of American theater and the Medal 
of Freedom recipient-Helen Hayes. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I'd like to thank 
my colleague from New York and dear friend 
BEN GILMAN for requesting this special order 
to honor one of America's foremost actresses 
of the 20th century, Miss Helen Hayes. 

I have been a long-time fan of Helen and 
remember many of her stunning perform
ances, such as Amanda in "The Glass Me
nagerie," Mrs. Grant in "The Front Page," and 
other fine efforts in theater, film, and televi
sion. Miss Hayes began her illustrious career 
back in 1905 in the Columbia Players' produc
tion of "A Royal Family." Her career contin
ues today, spanning a full nine decades. 

But, Mr. Speaker, Miss Hayes' efforts of 
playing a role in society goes beyond her 
public performances. As many of you know, 
Helen is the chairwoman of the National 
Foundation for Infantile Paralysis; she has 
been awarded the Medal of the City of New 
York, the Medal of Arts in Finland, and other 
prestigious awards too numerous to mention. 
Miss Hayes lives in Nyack, NY, which is in Mr. 
GILMAN's district. But she has been an inspira
tion to men and women across the State of 
New York and across the entire country. 

She has endured the trials and tribulations 
faced in her life with grace and character, 
giving courage to those around her suffering 
the same tragedies. She is a woman of many 
talents, and the number of her followers is an 
excellent indication of that fact. 

Mr. Speaker, I again want to thank my col
league BEN GILMAN for his efforts. On behalf 
of the thousands of fans of Miss Hayes in the 
29th Congressional District of New York, my 
wife Nancy and I want to personally thank 
Helen Hayes for all of her years of dedication 
to the fine arts and to people in general. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle
man from New York [Mr. GILMAN] for arrang
ing this special order. Helen Hayes has 
graced the stage for more than 75 years and 
throughout her life has contributed to making 
this country a better place to live. It is fitting 
that she be honored today with America's 
highest civilian award-the Presidential Medal 
of Freedom. 

Few Americans can claim to have contribut
ed as much to improving the quality of life in 
this country. Without doubt, Miss Hayes' con
tributions to the theater and to the numerous 
humanitarian organizations in which she is in
volved will benefit scores of people now and 
in the future. 

Miss Hayes is truly the first lady of the 
American theater, but her work has not been 
confined to the stage and the arts. Despite 
her own personal hardships she has contin
ued to make life better for those in need. Her 

contributions to causes, such as the National 
Foundation for Infantile Paralysis and the 
Actors Fund, will stand forever as a monu
ment to her dedication to humanity. Her con
tributions through her great patronage, espe
cially here in the Nation's Capitol, has made 
the theater available to many people who 
would otherwise not be enriched by the thea
ter. 

I wish her well in her future endeavors and 
continued success throughout her illustrious 
career. I know she will continue to delight us 
with her great talent and inspire us with her 
dedication. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN] for giving the Members of Congress 
this opportunity to honor our First Lady of the 
Theater, Miss Helen Hayes. 

Yesterday the President of the United 
States bestowed the Nation's highest civilian 
award, the Medal of Freedom, on Miss Hayes, 
thereby officially recognizing her as one of 
America's greatest national resources. 

When Miss Hayes heard about today's leg
islative order, her immediate reaction was to 
comment "This is a very special day in my 
life. Think of it; my being honored twice in 1 
day-by the President and the Congress. I'm 
pleased to be in part responsible for the exec
utive and legislative branches concurring on 
one thing." To which I am forced to reply that 
while there was unequivocal concurrence on 
the matter of honoring this great lady, we 
were unable to do it on the same day. This 
may not be all bad, Miss Hayes. Someone 
who has devoted a lifetime to noble work cer
tainly deserves to have 2 days set aside to 
honor her. 

It is altogether fitting that this country recog
nizes the achievements of Helen Hayes. Miss 
Hayes has set a standard of excellence in the 
performing arts which has become legend all 
over the world. No one who was privileged to 
see her could forget her magnificent perform
ances as "Victoria Regina," in "A Farewell to 
Arms," "Harvey," and "The Skin of Our 
Teeth." For these and other performances, 
Miss Hayes has won the Academy, the Emmy, 
the Tony and the Peabody Awards. 

Today, at the age of 85, Helen Hayes con
tinues to set an example in her passion for 
activity and her dedication to helping others to 
help themselves. She has become a powerful 
advocate for the elderly. Her daily radio com
mentary, "the Best Years," is aired in close to 
200 markets. Miss Hayes wants us all to be 
aware that there are more than 7,000,000 per
sons over the age of 65 who are living alone. 
She speaks for our senior citizens, gives them 
clout by reminding our corporate and political 
leaders that the senior market is the fastest 
growing segment of our population. And 
thanks to the efforts of caring people like 
Helen Hayes, these maturians are at last 
being heard. 

Miss Hayes says, "I'm having the best time 
now. The advantage of being at this point in 
my life is that I look neither back nor forward, 
I just enjoy now." 

We, the Members of the U.S. Congress, 
honor you, Miss Hayes, not just for your theat
rical talents, but for your nobility as a human 
being. Your love of people parallels your love 
of theater. God bless you, Miss Hayes. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join my 
colleagues in recognizing Miss Helen Hayes, 
First Lady of the American Theater, for her 
contributions to the field of arts and entertain
ment. 

Miss Hayes' career reflects an unusual 
breadth of professional experience. She made 
her theatrical debut at the age of 5, and ap
peared on film when only 1 0. She was first 
heard on the radio in 1930 and is still appear
ing on weekly television. 

She is an actress of great resource and im
peccable technique, who has been honored 
by her peers and by her public throughout her 
career. She has received two Oscars, a Tony 
and an Emmy. She has been awarded the 
Medal of the City of New York, the Medal of 
Arts of Finland, the American Exemplar Medal 
from the Freedom Foundation, and the Lae
tare Medal from the University of Notre Dame. 
And yesterday, President Reagan presented 
her with the Medal of Freedom, this Nation's 
highest civilian award. 

It has been my privilege to know Miss 
Hayes over a number of years. She is in fact, 
as she appears to her public, a lady of distinc
tion, of deep emotional expression. She can 
be a lively, whimsical spirit; a regal, impressive 
figure; or a sensitive, comforting presence. 
During her career, she has touched our lives 
with laughter and with pathos. 

It is therefore fitting, Mr. Speaker, that we 
gather this afternoon to honor Miss Hayes' 
consummate artistry and invaluable contribu
tions to the American theater and to the 
American Public. 

Mr. MANTON. Mr. Speaker, I am delighted 
to join my colleague from New York, Mr. 
GILMAN, in commending actress Helen Hayes, 
on being awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom. The Presidential Medal of Freedom, 
which is our Nation's highest civilian honor, is 
most appropriately awarded to Ms. Hayes. 

Ms. Hayes, who is commonly known as the 
"First Lady of Theater," has been delighting 
audiences with her special talents since the 
age of 6. However, she has not limited her re
markable talents to the stage but she has also 
appeared on radio, television and in the 
movies and has written four best selling 
books, including an autobiography. Further
more, Ms. Hayes has shared her unique 
energy and resources with aspiring actors and 
playwrights and has been a strong supporter 
of regional theaters. 

Helen Hayes is a tireless advocate for Na
tion's elderly. She has served on the board of 
the National Council on the Aging. Ms. Hayes 
once said that the elderly's main priority was 
to "keep active," and she has lived up to her 
own philosophy. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues in the 
House join me in congratulating Helen Hayes, 
"a true original." 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

THE FRANKING PRIVILEGE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
W ALKERl is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker. earlier 
today during the 1-minute speeches 
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which opened the Congress, we got in 
a bit of a dialog on the House floor 
with regard to the present status of 
the franking privilege of the Congress. 
At that time one of our colleagues sug
gested that the issue might better be 
aired in a little longer timeframe such 
as the special orders at the end of the 
evening, at which point I announced 
that I was indeed signing up for a spe
cial order to discuss the subject and 
would hope that other Members would 
come out and also continue the dialog 
begun earlier today. It does not appear 
as though any of them are of a mood 
to do that, but nevertheless I am going 
to take a few moments to discuss the 
situation that we now find ourselves in 
and the problem that I have with 
some actions that have recently been 
taken with regard to the frank. 

First of all, I think that all of our 
colleagues understand when we talk 
about the franking privilege we are 
talking about the free mailing privi
lege of Congress that goes to the busi
ness of being able to answer our mail 
and also allows us to send newsletters 
and other communications to our con
stituents. But what has happened in 
recent years is that there has been an 
extraordinary increase in. the amount 
of money that is being spent by this 
body and by the other body for that 
free mailing privilege. It has become 
the kind of situation that has become 
a concern to the taxpayer. 

Obviously, across America taxpayers 
want their Congress to be able to com
municate with them. When they write 
their Congressman, they expect an 
answer. They deserve an answer. They 
expect their Member of Congress to be 
someone who informs them about 
what is going on in the legislative 
process in Washington. · 

However, most Americans are con
cerned about the fact that some of the 
use of the frank in recent years has 
become abusive-abusive to the point 
that it has become an expense that 
Congress should look at trimming 
back. 

Congress specifically decided last 
year in the appropriations bill to do 
that. When the legislative appropria
tions bill was brought to the House of 
Representatives, there was a specific 
funding request in that bill for frank
ing. An amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MILLER] 
sought to reduce that amount of 
money by a percentage. 

What happend was that the House 
approved that cut. The House decided 
that it not only did not want to spend 
the amount that had originally been 
asked for by the House Appropriations 
Committee, Legislative Appropriations 
Subcommittee, they decided that they 
wanted to spend less. So it was clear 
that the House of Representatives 
went on record as wanting to spend a 
specific amount for mailing this year. 
That amount of money that the House 

decided upon was approximately $100 
million. We decided that this body and 
the other body could live with $100 
million in free mail for the upcoming 
fiscal year. 

It is this Member's contention that 
we should have been able to do that; 
that in fact when we said that we 
could live with $100 million in mailing 
expense, we ought to be able to live 
with $100 million in mailing expense. 
That is one whale of a lot of mail that 
is being sent out of here across the 
country. It should be sufficient to do 
the legitimate kind of communications 
with our constituents that our con
stituents feel are so necessary. 

The problem is that we now hear 
from the powers that be in this body 
t.hat we cannot get along on $100 mil
hen this year; that in fact we need an
other $42 million. In the supplemental 
appropriations bill that was being 
brought to the House floor just a few 
days ago, the original bill, was con
tained an additional amount of money 
for mailing expenses of $42 million. 

It was this Member's contention 
that having decided that we were only 
going to spend $100 million, we ought 
to stick with that. So when I learned 
about that supplemental appropria
tions bill I decided to bring an amend
ment to the floor that would eliminate 
the 42 million dollars' worth of spend
ing. 

Let me have the Members under
stand that what I was going to do was 
give them the opportunity to vote on 
this matter. If they decided we need 
$42 million more, they were perfectly 
welcome to vote against my amend
ment and decide to spend the extra 
$42 million that was included in the 
bill. However, if they, like me, believe 
that we can get along on $100 million, 
they were free to vote with me to cut 
out the money. 

What we will hear from some people 
is that the money also was included 
with a package that had some reforms 
in it. Let me make it very clear that 
my amendment did nothing about the 
reforms that were included in the bill. 
My amendment only cut out the 
money; I kept the reforms. Some of 
the reforms were a very good idea. 
The bill limited further the number of 
newsletters that could be spent; it 
tried to tighten up the system. I 
thought that that was perfectly appro
priate. So what I did was say let us cut 
out the money and keep the reforms; 
by keeping the reforms it might help 
us live better within the $100 million 
that was previously appropriated. 

Well, because I was going to offer 
such an amendment the chairman of 
the Legislative Appropriations Sub
committee went to the Rules Commit
tee and suggested that instead of al
lowing my amendment to come to the 
floor, let us write the rule in such a 
way that takes the money out of the 
bill before the appropriation bill gets 

to the floor. In other words, he did my 
work for me, but he not only took out 
the money, he took out the reforms, 
too. They were evidently in his mind 
tied together: You cannot have re
forms without spending more money. I 
contend that you can have reforms 
without spending additional money, 
but that was not what was decided. 
The decision was to not only cut out 
the money, but to also cut out the re
forms. That was the rule that was 
passed by the House of Representa
tives. So we never really got to the 
issue in the appropriations bill of the 
$42 million and/ or the reforms. 

Interestingly enough, in the course 
of all of that, the contention was made 
that somehow I had blocked the proc
ess. Let me make it clear again, what I 
did was simply say that I was going to 
offer an amendment to stop the flow 
of the additional money, and the 
Members could make up their minds 
how they wanted to deal with that 
particular issue. Those who say that I 
blocked the process evidently feel that 
the majority of Members would have 
voted with me to end the money. I do 
not know that to be the case. I assume 
that there are a lot of Members 
around here who think that we can 
live with $100 million in mailing ex
penses, but I do not know that to be 
the case. A lot of the amendments 
that I offer on the floor to cut money 
are not agreed to by the House. 

So all I was going to do was offer an 
amendment like many other amend
ments that I offer on the floor to cut 
money, but evidently the feeling was 
that that amendment was going to 
win, so rather than have the amend
ment offered-and as the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Legislative Ap
propriations, the gentleman from Cali
fornia said earlier today, rather than 
have to have Members cast a vote that 
would hurt them perhaps, it was taken 
out in the rule. 

0 1945 
That was their decision, not my deci

sion; but I will contend that the fact 
that we took out the money is a good 
thing. I am not so certain it was such a 
good thing that we took out the re
forms. 

Be that as it may, what we ended up 
doing in the supplemental appropria
tions bill was not appropriating the 
extra $42 million. 

During that same period of time, 
however, when this was becoming a 
controversy, there was a very interest
ing rumor going around the floor that 
the Speaker had made the comment 
that, "Well, if we don't pass it, we will 
simply continue to send out the mail 
and have the post office pay for it." 
That struck me as being a rather dev
astating kind of way to proceed. 

In other words, we will not appropri
ate the money. We will just simply 
pass the bill onto the post office and 
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say to them, "Well, we can't contain 
ourselves. We have got to continue to 
mail, mail, mail, and then someone 
else ought to pay for it." 

I could not believe that that was 
really going to happen; but sure 
enough, sure enough this weekend the 
General Accounting Office that just 
happens to be an arm of the Congress; 
in other words, they are our servants, 
the General Accounting Office was 
asked for an opinion about our mailing 
privilege. They were asked for an opin
ion by Members of the other body who 
in fact share my view that we ought to 
be able to live with $100 million in 
mailing costs. In that opinion the Gen
eral Accounting Office, the General 
Accounting Office that is beholden to 
the leadership of this Congress, issued 
an opinion that we did not have to ap
propriate additional money. It was an 
entitlement program for Congress and 
we ought to be able to send out the 
mail and the post office should have 
to pay for it. 

In other words, over the weekend 
with an opinion from our servant, the 
General Accounting Office, what did 
we get? We got a brand new entitle
ment program foisted upon the Ameri
can people, an entitlement program 
for free congressional mail, for open
ended blank checks for Congress to 
spend as much as they want on mail
ing. That is an open-ended blank 
check for the Congress; but believe 
me, it is not a blank check for the 
American people. They are going to 
end up paying for this new entitle
ment program. 

The new ruling is such that they 
may end up paying for the congres
sional mail with higher postage rates. 

There are only a couple alternatives. 
I wrote to the Postmaster General 
today and I asked him to detail for me 
where he is going to get this money. 
Under this ruling, where is this money 
going to come from? There are only 
three places. He either is going to have 
to raise postal rates; in other words, 
make all America pay for the fact that 
we cannot curtail our mailing costs; he 
is going to have to cut postal service, 
such as Saturday deliveries or some
thing like that, or he is going to have 
to reduce the wages of the postal em
ployees. Somebody is going to end up 
paying for our privilege of unre
strained mailing costs of an open
ended blank check for mail. 

I think that is wrong. I just do not 
believe that that is what the American 
people believe Congress should do in 
their desire to see Congress have the 
ability to communicate. 

I think that it is important that we 
in this body do the kinds of things 
that earn the trust of the American 
people, not break faith with them. We 
are saying very openly on program 
after program after program, from na
tional defense to social programs, to 
Social Security, for many, many 

things, that we need to hold the line, 
that there needs to be restraint, that 
we need in some cases even to cut pro
grams. 

We need in some cases even to cut 
programs. We say this, you know, and 
we talk about the Budget Act here all 
the time. We are going to have a 
budget bill on the floor before very 
long. We are going to hear a lot of talk 
about restraints and cuts as we go 
through that process; but what the 
issue here says, what the mailing issue 
says, is that that is good for everybody 
else, but not for us. When it comes to 
us, when it comes to our mail, forget 
it. The budget ought to go up. We 
ought to be able to spend as much as 
we want. We ought to have a blank 
check here in the Congress. 

I do not believe that. I do not think 
most of the American people believe 
it. I think they will regard as silly the 
arguments that were made earlier 
today on the House floor in defense of 
that kind of policy that, well, we un
derfunded the program to begin with, 
so therefore now we have to make it 
up. 

You know, that is the kind of argu
ment we hear out here all the time 
with regard to these appropriation 
bills, that we get into the middle of 
the year and all of a sudden we find 
out these programs are underfunded 
and we need supplemental appropria
tion bills. We have to come back and 
spend more money because we under
funded the program in the first place. 

That was not the understanding on 
the House floor when we passed the 
legislative appropriations bill before. 
When we passed it last year, maybe 
some of the leaders understood that is 
what we were doing, but that is not 
the way Members of Congress voted. 
Members of Congress went home and 
told their constituents that they had 
voted for lower mailing costs. That is 
what we ought to stick to. That is 
what we ought to be doing here. We 
ought not have additional mailing 
costs foisted upon the taxpayers, or in 
this case upon the people who have to 
pay for their own postage. 

So it is my contention that it is high 
time we reform this process and that 
we ought to force those reforms now. 
The reforms ought to go further than 
those that were contained in the Sup
plemental Appropriations Act. I think 
the American people would like to see 
each Member of Congress accountable 
for the amount of mailing they do. 

In my opinion and what I have sug
gested to the leaders of this House 
who are in charge of coming up with 
these kinds of programs is that an ac
count be established for each Member 
of Congress. Let them live within a 
mail account. If they want to use that 
account to send newsletters to their 
constituents, fine. If they want to use 
that account in order to respond to 
their constituents' mail, fine; but they 

ought to have to live within an ac
count, rather than some people 
around here spending millions and 
millions of dollars mailing massive 
amounts of mail throughout the coun
try. 

I think that that would be a step in 
the right direction. 

Then I think we ought to also look 
at actual limitations on the amount of 
mass mail that goes out. 

I think probably most Members of 
Congress could get along with two 
mass mailings into their districts each 
year; but even that would not be nec
essary if we established a specific ac
count and made Members live within 
that account. 

The other thing I have suggested in 
conversations with some as to what 
would satisfy me with regard to the 
present crisis that we find ourselves in 
with the mail is that I think for the 
rest of this year we ought to end all 
mass mailings, because we have al
ready spent up to the limits that were 
anticipated for the entire year, that 
Congress has therefore behaved irre
sponsibly with its budget and we 
ought to do what anybody else in the 
country would have to do. We ought 
to limit ourselves and one way of limit
ing ourselves the rest of this year 
would be to have no more mass mail
ings go out of the Congress, to allow 
Congress only sufficient money that it 
needs in order to answer the mail that 
we get in order to do our legitimate 
work of communicating with our con
stituents who are in touch with us or 
in contracting agencies on behalf of 
our constituents. I do not think that is 
too heavy a price for Congress to pay. 
I think that is something that we 
could go for. 

I would certainly approve a little bit 
of extra money that would be needed 
in order to see to it that we could con
tinue the mail flow back and forth to 
our constituents, but we ought to 
reform ourselves by at least for the 
rest of this fiscal year ending the mass 
mailings that Congress does that cost 
a fortune and are in large part self
promoting. 

I send out newsletters. I send out 
questionnaires. I feel very strongly 
that it is something that can be valua
ble if used in limited ways; but the 
fact is that it is being abused. It is an 
abuse that we have to end. Since it has 
been abused and since it has cost us 
big money so far, it seems to me that 
for the rest of this year I and every
body else ought to give up our mass 
mailings. No more mass mailings for 
the rest of the year because we have 
created a budget crisis of our own 
making. That is all I ask for. That is 
the only reform that I think we need 
to have. 

Then we need to move toward the 
reform of the accounting system for 
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the new Congress when it comes into 
place. 

But let us do it right. Let us not 
have people suggesting that by cutting 
our mass mailings we are somehow de
bilitating the legislative process. Let 
us not have the suggestion that we 
cannot reform the process. Of course, 
we can. If we have the will to, we can 
do it. The place where we ought to 
start is by saying to ourselves that 
that which we committed to ourselves 
earlier in the fiscal year, a limit of 
spending on congressional mail, ought 
to be held. That is what this Member 
asks for. 

I think it is high time that the Con
gress become responsible and do the 
right thing. 

EXPRESSING 
FAUNTROY 
H.R. 1 

SUPPORT FOR 
AMENDMENT TO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
a previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. KEMP] is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, next week, Con
gressman WALTER FAUNTROY and I, along 
with many of our colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle, plan to offer at least one amend
ment to the housing authorization bill (H.R. 1 ). 
I want to commend Congressman FAUNTROY 
for his leadership in working in a bipartisan 
fashion, teaming up with a Republican Con
gressman from Buffalo, NY, to encourage resi
dent management of public housing projects. 
We want to help every American family 
achieve a decent home and a decent and 
safe community, with greater access to jobs, 
property, and income. 

Next week we will have an opportunity to 
make some progress in that endeavor for 
some of the poorest Americans in our public 
housing communities. Our bipartisan amend
me~t recognizes, supports, and encourages 
resr_dent management of public housing 
projects such as the Kenilworth-Parkside 
public housing project here in Washington, 
DC. Like a growing number of housing com
munities across the Nation, this project is 
managed by one of the residents-Ms. Kimi 
Gray, an amazing women who deserves our 
respect and praise for her many accomplish
ments. 

Just last month, at the Kenilworth-Parkside 
project, Congressman WALTER FAUNTROY, 
Mayor Barry, Kimi Gray, a group of community 
housing leaders and I launched our resident 
management bill. At that time, we saw first 
hand the incredible progress made by the 
residents at Kenilworth-Parkside. We toured 
the new coop market, the new laundromat, 
the screen door shop, the barbershop, the 
beauty salon, the thrift store, and the bou
tique. All run by tenants themselves. Persons 
who were once receiving public welfare now 
have their own business on the property. As 
Kimi says: "Children who were selling PCP 
now sell CCC, chocolate chip cookies." 

Kenilworth now has its own trash company. 
The trashmen live in the community itself. 
They come by every morning at 6:30 to pick 
up the trash. If your trash is not out by 8, says 

Kimi, they knock on your door and take it to 
the truck for you. 

Kenilworth has its own roofing company. 
There are no leaks at Kenilworth. And the 
resident counsel has plans to replace every 
roof in the public housing project. 

Kenilworth has its own catering service 
company. They have two day care centers, a 
health center and their own doctor. They have 
an employment office that finds jobs through
out the private sector. Kimi says it averages 
14 resident hirings per week. 

All this was accomplished by residents 
themselves. Rents and business profits are 
plowed back into the community to create 
new services, new jobs, and better living con
ditions. And today, a housing project once to
tally dependent on Government support, now 
no longer needs a Federal operating subsidy. 

Kimi put the advantages of resident man
agement in a nutshell when she said: 

We were accustomed to calling downtown 
and marching on HUD and cussing every
body out; and then we became downtown and 
now we only curse ourselves out; and when 
pipes burst we're the first ones there, and we 
stay up all night until the problem's resolved. 
But what we did was to return respect and 
pride back to the residents of the communi
ty, to give them back the responsibility that 
was rightfully theirs to maintain the commu
nity in which they resided. 

Kimi Gray's success is not an isolated ex
ample. All across America, residents are im
proving the quality of housing and the quality 
of life of their communities. Don't get me 
wrong. Resident management is not the solu
tion to all the problems. Resident manage
ment is tough, it's not a panacea. But it can 
change communities by changing power struc
tures and lines of responsibility. Public hous
ing should be turned back to the public. Who 
better knows and cares about quality housing 
and a good neighborhood than the people 
who live and work there? 

Next week, Congressman FAUNTROY and I 
will go into the details of our amendment. But 
it's general purpose is clear: To guarantee 
every public housing resident the opportunity 
to run their own housing communities through 
resident managment councils that abide by 
democratic procedures. Our amendment 
would provide technical and management as
sistance to resident councils to prepare them 
for management and ever~tual homeowner
ship; our amendment relaxes certain burden
some regulations that reduce jobs and impede 
efficiency; we standardize procedures for resi
dent management; and we permit resident 
councils to keep any savings they make in 
running the community. 

As a final goal, Congressman FAUNTROY 
and I want to make every public housing resi
dent a property owner-a homeowner. Every 
public housing resident should have an oasis 
of security and pride. That's the American 
dream, and I hope many of you will join with 
WALTER FAUNTROY and I next week to sup
port this amendment to help spread the Amer
ican dream to more Americans. 

SILVIO CONTE RECEIVES ST. 
THOMAS MORE AWARD FOR 1986 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, on May 3, the 

Honorable SILVIO CONTE received the Boston 
College Law School Alumni Association's 
1986 "St. Thomas More Award." 

A "tall pine" from the western part of our 
State, SILVIO has long been a bulwark of 
strength on behalf of the interests of Massa
chusetts and New England. 

SILVIO has been a truly outstanding member 
of the Boston College alumni. He is loved by 
his former colleagues in the State legislature, 
and he is loved by his colleagues here in the 
Congress. The O'Neills and the Centes have 
been close for 40 years. We are all happy and 
proud that he has been chosen to receive this 
award. 

It is with pleasure that I share with my col
leagues a telegram from the President and 
Mrs. Reagan congratulating SILVIO, a tribute to 
him from Senator TED KENNEDY, and the re
marks made by our colleagues upon presenta
tion of the award. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, DC, May 3, 1986. 

Hon. SILVIO CoNTE, 
McElroy Commons, Boston College, 
Chestnut Hill, MA: 

Congratulations as you are presented with 
the 1986 Saint Thomas More Award of the 
Boston College Law School Alumni Associa
tion. 

This is a fitting tribute to your exemplary 
record of devoted public service. The con
stituents of the First District, the people of 
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and 
all Americans know and admire you as one 
of our Nation's ablest and most honorable 
elected officials. 

It is especially appropriate that you 
should receive an award named after a great 
man of conscience who sacrificed life itself 
for what he knew would be right before God 
and the law. You can be proud of this 
homage and its reflection of the high 
esteem of your fellow graduates. 

Nancy joins me in sending best wishes 
and, again, congratulations. God bless you, 
Corinne, and your family. 

RONALD REAGAN. 

TRIBUTE TO CONGRESSMAN SILVIO CONTE 

FRoM SENATOR EnwARD M. KENNEDY, May 
3, 1986 
Tonight, the Boston College Law School 

Alumni Association bestows the St. Thomas 
More Award for 1986 on one of its most dis
tinguished alumni. Sil Conte is a man of 
rare talent and spirit whom I will always 
cherish as a friend and respect as one of the 
finest legislators and statesman of our time. 

Sil Conte has truly distinguished himself 
throughout his long and brilliant career in 
public service. For twenty-eight years, he 
has served the First District of Massachu
setts with a dedication and diligence that is 
without equal. 

His years at Boston College and Boston 
College Law School, which make him a dis
tinguished "Double Eagle", fostered his tire
less devotion to the cause of law and hu
manity. 

Without question, Sil Conte holds a very 
special place in the hearts of those of us 
who are fortunate enough to know him. I 
extend my warm congratulations to Sil 
Conte this evening. He richly deserves this 
tribute from his alma mater, and I only 
wish he were Irish. 
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REMARKS oF HoN. SILVIO 0. CoNTE AT PREs

ENTATION OF SIR THOMAS MORE AWARD 
FROM BOSTON COLLEGE LAW ScHOOL, 
BOSTON MA, MAY 3, 1986 
Friends, alumni, distinguished guests, I 

humbly thank you for bringing me back 
here today to my beloved alma mater for 
this truly special award. 

When I first learned that Boston College 
Law School had chosen me to receive the 
Saint Thomas More Award, its highest 
honor, I paused not only to reflect on this 
great gesture but on the man in whose 
name the award was given. 

What I found in Thomas More's actions 
and writings brought the award very close 
to home and gave me pause to consider ele
ments of myself, this institution and the 
Congress-my great love-that I had not 
considered before. 

Sir Thomas More was first and foremost a 
man of fervent spirituality. 

Thomas More believed in his God, he be
lieved in moral righteousness, he believed in 
his heritage and, perhaps most importantly, 
he believed in himself. 

These beliefs enabled him to relinquish a 
life of material wealth and accept a death 
sentence from the king he had nobly served. 

When Thomas More refused to take the 
oath for the Act of Succession and Suprem
acy, he relinquished career achievement and 
material gain for a higher cause-his Catho
lic church and his Christian God. 

It is this belief in a higher presence, a 
greater good, that enables us all to achieve 
notable things in life. 

Bestowing upon me an award named for 
Saint Thomas More is the greatest honor I 
can conceive. To be mentioned in the same 
breath with this saint, scholar and truly 
great human being is overwhelming. 

Like Thomas More, I too have searched 
many times deep within myself-during 28 
years in the U.S. Congress-for answers to 
seemingly unanswerable questions. 

It was my belief in the goodness within 
others and a confidence in my own abilities 
that helped me rise to the challenges of po
litical office. And it was a belief in God that 
made the toughest times bearable. 

The inner cry for good is not always easy 
to answer and, as Sir Thoms More demon
strated, can exact a heavy price. 

As a national legislator, I am often called 
on to make decisions that affect literally 
millions of people. Those decisions, and 
there have been so many over the past 28 
years, don't always come from experience or 
position papers or from staff experts-or 
even from common sense. 

Most times those decisions come straight 
from the heart. I remember many long 
walks alone through the empty halls of the 
Capitol in the early hours of the morning 
searching for answers. 

There was one particularly tough dilem
ma, in my second term, during President 
Kennedy's first year as President. The 
Rules Committee was controlled by conserv
ative Southern Democrats and Republicans 
who were bottling up President Kennedy's 
legislative agenda. He wanted to enlarge the 
Rules Committee so he could get his legisla
tion to the House floor. It became a party 
issue with the coalition of Southern Demo
crats and Republicans against the expan
sion. 

In those days, young Congressmen kept 
their mouths shut and did what they were 
told to do. Taking a stand on this particular 
issue-voting my conscience-would cost 
dearly. 

I went to bed very late that evening, genu
inely perplexed about what I would do on 
the House floor the next morning. I hardly 
slept at all and I got up very early, still toss
ing the issue over and over in my mind. 

But on the walk from my office to the 
Capitol, that morning, I stopped for some 
reason at the reflecting pool near the west 
entrance. The morning sun was bright, the 
air still, and I could see my reflection clear
ly in the shallow waters of the pool. 

What I saw went beyond the reflection in 
that pool to the very essence of my being. 
And I could see, at that moment, the answer 
to my quandary. 

Something about that moment-some
thing spiritual brought a new understand
ing, unleashed that inner strength that I 
had searched for. And I knew what I had to 
do-vote my conscience. I, and a handful of 
Republicans, voted to enlarge the Rules 
Committee and the rules were changed. 

Thomas More showed us all that there is 
no accomplishment, no success, no achieve
ment without undying belief and inner 
strength. 

During an outstanding career which in
cluded positions as Henry VIII's Lord Chan
cellor and Speaker of the House of Com
mons, Thomas More maintained a spiritual 
devotion above all else. That devotion 
guided him in his decision to tum from his 
king rather than compromise what he be
lieved was just. Faced with a choice between 
allegiance to his king or his God, the choice 
was clear. 

Thomas More's final words on the scaf
fold July 6, 1535 were "the king's good serv
ant, but God's first." 

I have to say that in spite of all the stories 
we know about Thomas More's spiritual in
tegrity, what sticks in my mind is one 
almost insignificant little tale. As a young 
man, Thomas More fell in love with a beau
tiful woman. The problem was that she had 
an older sister who had not yet married and, 
as was the custom of the time, it was an em
barrassment for the older sister not to 
marry first. 

Because Thomas More didn't want to em
barrass the older sister, he steered his affec
tions toward her instead and later took her 
as his wife. 

This act didn't change history and, isn't 
the stuff legends are made of, but it demon
strates what was in this man's heart. He was 
a kind man-always thinking about how his 
actions would affect the lives of others. 

When I came to Boston College from the 
South Pacific, where I was stationed during 
World War II, I thought I had seen it all. 
But my years at BC and Boston College Law 
School taught me different. 

During my years here, I learned about jus
tice, teamwork, enterprise and gained the 
all-important ability to believe in myself. I 
learned how to seek good in bad situations, 
and how to find strength when I felt weak
ness. 

I owe a special debt not only to the school 
but to three wonderful men who guided me 
along while I was here. And believe me, they 
had their work cut out for them. 

Father Stephen Mulcahey, Dean of the 
College at the time, gave me my first big 
chance. He really took a gamble accepting 
me from a vocational school with experience 
as a machinist and a tour of military duty 
under my belt. But during my years here he 
became a confident, friend and advisor to 
whom I turned in many times of indecision. 

And there was Father JFX Murphy. 
Without his help, I just couldn't have made 
it. 

One of the preconditions of my accept
ance at Boston College, you see, was that I 
take four months of tutorial studies. 

Father Murphy and I burned a lot of mid
night oil over the Latin texts those four 
months but those long hours we toiled in St. 
Mary's Hall went far beyond Classics. The 
lessons he taught lasted a lifetime. 

And I'll never forget the chance Father 
William J. Kennely gave me during my first 
year at the law school. I had injured myself 
playing football and the class work and jobs 
just never seemed to end. 

Those classses at 18 Tremont Street-with 
no air conditioning, sirens screaming, James 
Michael Curly yelling at the top of his lungs 
from the streets outside-seemed to go on 
forever. 

Well, I ended up with a "D" in Professor 
O'Reilly's Future Interests course and 
Father Kennely took me aside one day. 
"Silvio," he said, "I think you ought to con
sider another law school." I looked him in 
the eye and told him that if I couldn't grad
uate from Boston College Law School, I 
didn't want to go on to any other. 

I had been living in a ratty, roach-infested 
old boarding house for $5 a week down at 7 
Bullfinch Place behind the Old Howard and 
hitchhiking home to Pittsfield on weekends 
to be with my wife Corinne and two chil
dren. 

I had tended bar in Pittsfield on week
ends, sold Christmas cards, and painted 
houses just to scrape by. I had forgotten 
what sleep was. 

The work load, the responsibility and the 
pressure-everything-came to a head that 
afternoon in Father Kennely's office and I 
knew, then, that if he would just give me 
one more chance I could achieve anything. I 
told him that if he let me stay I would make 
the school proud of me one day. 

Father Kennely must have believed me 
because he gave me that second chance. I 
ended up graduating in the top third of my 
class and, as you have shown me today I 
made good on my pledge. 

Father Kennely and I became such good 
friends I even sold him on the idea of adopt
ing a Boston College Law School class ring 
and ended up designing the shank for the 
ring, myself. 

Boston College Law School educated me 
in matters of jurisprudence, but more im
portant, it taught me to be a good, strong 
person. 

As I stand here today, I can't help but 
think of Thomas More in his Tower of 
London cell 452 years ago looking out the 
window as spring breathed new life into the 
countryside. 

Sir Thomas More was just a man that 
sunny May afternoon four-and-a-half cen
turies ago when he made the decision to die 
for what he knew was right. 

He was just a man when he denied his 
King, he was just a man when the axeman 
spilled his blood, but he is a noble spirit 
today-a martyr to the Catholic Church and 
our Christian God-a rare example of belief 
in a greater good. 

I have tried to be an example of what is 
good in government and what is good in the 
American legal system. Decisions have not 
always been easy and I'd be lying if I said I 
wouldn't like to make some over again. 

But what I can say in all truthfulness, is 
that I believed in what I was doing then as I 
believe in what I am doing today. 

As the lone Republican in the Massachu
setts delegation, I think you all understand 
the unique pressures I face on a daily basis 
as a party leader. 
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Boston College Law School helped me 

find strength within myself and helped 
define my belief in a greater good. And for 
that I will always be grateful. 

Thomas More once wrote, "Only God be
holdeth the heart." That may be true, but 
I'll tell you, Boston College Law School will 
always hold a special part of mine. 

Honoring me here today in the name of a 
man made saint by my Church-a spirit 
that has transcended time as a symbol of 
glorious devotion and inner good-is a ges
ture I will treasure until the day I, too, pass 
to God's grace. 

It is with humble, sincere thanks and 
great honor that I accept this award today. 
I owe a great debt to this institution and 
feel so very proud that you feel I have 
served your heritage well. 

Your gesture is one I shall never forget. 
Thank you all-from the bottom of my 

heart. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. LUJAN <at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of illness. 

Mr. GROTBERG <at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of illness. 

Mr. FRANKLIN <at the request of Mr. 
MicHEL), for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of illness. 

Mr. ScHEUER <at the request of Mr. 
WRIGHT), for Tuesday, Wednesday, 
and Thursday, May 13, 14, and 15, on 
account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

Mr. LANTos, for 60 minutes, on May 
14. 

Mrs. BYRON, for 60 minutes, on May 
21. 

Mr. WoLPE, for 60 minutes, on May 
21. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission 
to revise and extend remarks was 
granted to: 

Mr. BROOKS, on House Concurrent 
Resolution 315, in the House, today. 

Mr. GONZALEZ, and to include extra
neous material, during general debate 
on H.R. 1 in the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

Mr. O'NEILL (at the request of Mr. 
GONZALEZ) in the body of the RECORD, 
today. 

<The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. WYLIE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. FISH. 
Mr. McDADE. 
Mr. GREEN in two instances. 
Mr. GILMAN in three instances. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. DAUB. 
Mr. GINGRICH. 
Mr. WORTLEY. 
Mr. McGRATH in two instances. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. WHITEHURST. 
Mr. TAUKE. 
Mr. DENNY SMITH. 

By unanimous consent, permission Mr. CLINGER. 
to address the House, following the Mr. HoRTON. 
legislative program and any special Mr. LIGHTFOOT. 
orders heretofore entered, was granted Mr. RINALDO. 
to: Mr. DREIER of California. 

<The following Members <at the re- Mr. KEMP. 
quest of ~r. WYLIE) to _revise and <The following Members <at the re-
extend tP.eir r~marks and mclude ex- quest of Mr. GoNZALEZ) and to include 
traneous material:) . extraneous matter:) 

Mr. REGULA, for 60 mmutes, on May . M ERD ICH 
14, 19, and 20. Mrr. T RE . ·t . t 

Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, today. M · =s m wo Ins ances. 
Mr. YoUNG of Alaska, for 5 minutes, Mr. R _EKt. . t 

today. r. OE m wo Ins ances. 
Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today. Mr. BATES. 
Mr. RUDD, for 5 minutes, today. Mr. LUNDINE. 
Mrs. BENTLEY, for 5 minutes, on May Mr. LIPINSKI in three instances. 

14. Mr. ST GERMAIN. 
Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on Mr. KILDEE. 

May 14. M!'. FEIGHAN. 
Mr. GINGRICH, for 60 minutes, on Mr. DARDEN. 

May 15. Mr. BORSKI. 
Mr. PORTER, for 30 minutes, today. Mr. STOKES. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 60 min- Mr. McHUGH. 

utes, on May 14. Mr. CoELHO. 
Mr. KEMP, for 10 minutes, today. Mr. LEVIN of Michigan in two in-
<The following Members <at the re- stances. 

quest of Mr. GoNZALEZ) to revise and Mr. MARKEY. 
extend their r~marks and include ex- Mr. BoLAND. 
traneous material:) . Mr. BEILENSON. 

Mr. KLEczKA, for 5 ~utes, today. Mr. AsPIN. 
Mr. PEPPER, for 5 mmut~s. today. Mr. HERTEL of Michigan. 
Mr . .ANNuNzro, for 5 mmutes, today. Mr OBERSTAR 
Mr. MAZZOLI, for 5 minutes, today. · · 
Mr. MRAZEK, for 60 minutes, today. Mr. SoLARZ. 

71-059 0-87-9 (Pt. 8) 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his sig

nature to an enrolled bill of the 
Senate of the following title: 

S. 2308. An act to authorize the President 
of the United States to award congressional 
gold medals to Natan "Anatoly" and Avital 
Shcharansky in recognition of their dedica
tion to human rights, and to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to sell bronze du
plicates of those medals. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, from the Commit
tee on House Administration, reported 
that that committee did on the follow
ing day present to the President, for 
his approval, bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

On May 12, 1986: 
H.R. 737. An act for the relief of Ms. 

Chang Ai Bae; and 
H.R. 1207. An act to award a special gold 

medal to the family of Harry Chapin. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly <at 7 o'clock and 55 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, May 14, 1986, at 11 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3477. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting re
quests for supplemental appropriations for 
fiscal year 1986 in the amount of 
$100,228,000 and amendments to the request 
for appropriations for fiscal year 1987 in the 
amount of $4,000,000, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
1107 <H. Doc. No. 99-219>; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be print
ed. 

3478. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final regula
tions for chapter 1 of the Education Con
solidation and Improvement Act of 1981; 
part 200-financial assistance to local educa
tional agencies to meet special educational 
needs of disadvantaged children; and part 
204-general definitions and administrative, 
project, fiscal, and due process requirements 
for chapter 1 programs, pursuant to 20 
U.S.C. 1232<d><l>; to the Committee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

3479. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting proposed final funding 
priorities for projects for initiating special 
recreation programs for handicapped indi
viduals, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

3480. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior for Indian Affairs, 
transmitting a report on Indian education 
for fiscal years 1983 and 1984, pursuant to 
25 U.S.C. 2016 <Pub. L. 95-561, sec. 1136); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 
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3481. A letter from the General Counsel, 

Department of Energy, transmitting notifi
cation of a meeting related to the Interna
tional Energy Program to be held on May 
13, 14, and 15, 1986, in New York, NY; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3482. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of State for Legislative and Inter
governmental Affairs, transmitting notifica
tion of a proposed technical assistance 
agreement for the manufacture of signifi
cant military equipment in the Republic of 
Korea <transmittal No. MC-18-86), pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2776<d>; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3483. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notification of the Department of 
the Navy's proposed letter of offer to Egypt 
for defense articles and services estimated 
to cost $42 million <transmittal No. 86-32), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776<b>; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

3484. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notification of the Department of 
the Navy's proposed lease of defense articles 
to the Dominican Republic <transmittal No. 
16-86), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796(a); to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3485. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notification of the Department of 
the Navy's proposed lease of defense articles 
to the Dominican Republic <transmittal No. 
17-86), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796<a>; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3486. A letter from the Acting Director, 
Defense Security Assistance Agency, trans
mitting notification of the Department of 
the Navy's proposed lease of defense articles 
to the Dominican Republic <transmittal No. 
18-86), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2796<a>; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3487. A letter from the Administrator, 
General Services Administration, transmit
ting notification of a proposed revision to a 
system of records, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
552a<o>: to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

3488. A letter from the Comptroller, Gen
eral Services Administration, transmitting 
the annual report for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1985, on the President's re
tirement system, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 
9503<a><D<B>; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

3489. A letter from the Executive Direc
tor, National Mediation Board, transmitting 
a report on the Board's compliance with the 
laws relating to open meetings of agencies 
during calendar year 1985, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 552b(j); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

3490. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Interior for Indian Affairs, 
transmitting the proposed plan for the use 
of funds awarded the White Earth Band of 
Chippewa Indians in docket 188 before the 
U.S. Claims Court, pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 
1402(a), 1404; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

3491. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting the fourth biennial 
report on the maximum attainable rates of 
production from significant fields on the 
Outer Continental Shelf, pursuant to 43 
U.S.C. 1865<e><1>: to the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs. 

3492. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior, transmitting the fiscal year 1985 
report on the status of the Government's 
helium program, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 167n; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

3493. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force <Logistics and 
Communications), transmitting notification 
of the proposed decision to convert to con
tractor performance the commissary shelf 
stocking and custodial function at Scott Air 
Force Base, IL, pursuant to U.S.C. 2304 nt.; 
jointly, to the Committees on Armed Serv
ices and Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. H. 
Con. Res. 337. A concurrent resolution set
ting forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for the fiscal 
years 1987, 1988, and 1989. <Rept. No. 99-
598, Ft. 2). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DELLUMS: Committee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. H.R. 4479. A bill to 
amend the District of Columbia Self-Gov
ernment and Governmental Reorganization 
Act to increase the amount authorized to be 
appropriated as the annual Federal pay
ment to the District of Columbia. <Rept. No. 
99-599). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. H. 
Res. 455. A resolution providing for the con
sideration of H. Con. Res. 337, a concurrent 
resolution setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Government 
for the fiscal years 1987, 1988, and 1989. 
<Rept. 99-600). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

Mr. BENNETT: Committee on Armed 
Services. H.R. 4530. A bill to amend the De
partment of Defense Authorization Act, 
1985, to provide that members of the Com
mission on Merchant Marine and Defense 
shall not be considered to be Federal em
ployees for certain purposes, to extend the 
deadline for reports of the Commission, and 
to extend the availability of funds appropri
ated to the Commission. <Rept. 99-601>. Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Govern
ment Operations. H.R. 3291. A bill to revise 
certain provisions of chapter 57 of title 5, 
United States Code, relating to the subsist
ence allowances of Government civilian em
ployees while performing official travel, and 
for other purposes; with an amendment. 
<Rept. 99-602). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

REPORTED BILLS 
SEQUENTIALLY REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows: 

Mr. GRAY of Pennsylvania: Committee 
on the Budget; referred to the Committee 
on Rules pursuant to subsection 301(c) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended <Pub. L. 93-344, as amended by 
Pub. L. 99-177), for a period not to exceed 
five legislative days, for consideration of 
such portions of the concurrent resolution 
as fall within that committee's jurisdiction 
pursuant to clause l(q), rule X; <Rept. 99-
598, 387Ft.). Ordered to be printed. 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 
4 of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H.R. 4801. A bill to amend section 994 of 

title 28, United States Code, to clarify cer
tain duties of the U.S. Sentencing Commis
sion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. APPLEGATE: 
H.R. 4802. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to revise and clarify the treat
ment for purposes of part C of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 of certain programs administered by 
the Veterans' Administration; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BENNETT: 
H.R. 4803. A bill to amend title 37. United 

States Code, to repeal a limitation on the 
total amount of basic allowance for quarters 
and variable housing allowance to a member 
of the uniformed services; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BOUCHER: 
H.R. 4804. A bill to clarify the effective 

date of certain amendments to the reloca
tion expense provisions of title 5, United 
States Code; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
RoWLAND of Georgia): 

H.R. 4805. A bill to prevent fraud and 
abuse in programs administered by the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
by authorizing the Secretary to obtain and 
verify certain information from applicants 
and participants in such programs; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. CLAY: 
H.R. 4806. A bill to amend the Service 

Contract Act to prohibit discrimination 
against employees of predecessor employers 
under such Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota: 
H.R. 4807. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that inter
est on a State or local bond shall be includ
ed in gross income if the proceeds of the 
bond are used to finance milk production; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FISH <for himself, and Mr. 
MOORHEAD): 

H.R. 4808. A bill to encourage innovation, 
promote research and development, and 
stimulate trade by strengthening the pro
tection given intellectual property rights by 
making necessary and appropriate amend
ments to the intellectual property rights 
laws; jointly, to the Committees on the Ju
diciary, Ways and Means, and Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HORTON: 
H.R. 4809. A bill to restore and improve 

the effectiveness of the Buy American Act 
in securing Federal procurement contracts 
for American business; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Ways and Means, and Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
H.R. 4810. A bill to clarify that a civil pen

alty is the exclusive penalty for violations of 
the Ethics in Government Act; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KOLBE (for himself, Mr. 
UDALL, Mr. McCAIN, Mr. STuMP, and 
Mr. Runn): 
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H.R. 4811. A bill to establish the San 

Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area 
in Cochise County, AZ, in order to assure 
the protection of the riparian, wildlife, ar
chaeological, paleontological, scientific, cul
tural, educational, and recreational re
sources of the conservation area, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interi
or and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LIGHTFOOT: 
H.R. 4812. A bill to prohibit the buying 

and selling of operating rights at high densi
ty traffic airports, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. LUKEN (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. WHITE
HURST, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
PACKARD, and Mr. HORTON): 

H.R. 4813. A bill to amend section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code, to exempt from 
disclosure under the Freedom of Informa
tion Act certain information pertaining to 
members of the Armed Forces; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. SEIBERLING (for himself, 
Mr. UDALL, Mr. STRANG, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. 
MORRISON of Washington, Mr. REID, 
Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. JEFFORDS, and 
Mr. HANSEN): 

H.R. 4814. A bill entitled, the " Federal 
Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 1986"; 
jointly, to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and Agriculture. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. LUN
GREN, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. GEKAs): 

H.R. 4815. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to provide the penalty of 
death for certain drug crimes; jointly, to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce, and 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SUNIA: 
H.R. 4816. A bill to amend the "Joint reso

lution to provide for accepting, ratifying 
and confirming the cessions of certain is
lands of the Samoan group to the United 
States, and for other purposes"; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, and 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WEISS (for himself, Mr. RIN
ALDO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. GUARINI, 
Mr. McHUGH, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. SOLARZ, 
and Mr. TOWNS): 

H.R. 4817. A bill to amend Public Law 99-
190 to repeal the provision relating to the 
collection of tolls for motor vehicles on any 
bridge connecting the borough of Brooklyn, 
NY, and Staten Island, NY; to the Commit
tee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. TRAXLER: 
H.R. 4818. A bill to amend the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
to increase the benefit payable with respect 
to the death of a public safety officer, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MARKEY: 
H.J. Res. 632. Joint resolution to designate 

the week beginning May 19, 1986, as "Na
tional Homelessness Awareness Week"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

370. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
General Assembly of the State of Illinois, 
relative to military bases in the State of Illi
nois; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

371. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of Colorado, relative to the 
Helsinki International Accords on Human 
Rights; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

372. Also, memorial of the General Assem
bly of the State of Colorado, relative to an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were added to public bills and res
olutions as follows: 

H.R. 467: Mr. TRAFICANT. 
H.R. 468: Mr. TRAFICANT and Mr. 

SCHUETTE. 
H.R. 620: Mr. KINDNESS. 
H.R. 1059: Mr. COUGHLIN. 
H.R. 1309: Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. YATRON, Mr. 

SoLARZ, Mr. WALGREN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. BoRSKI, Mr. AcKERMAN, Mr. 
HoRTON, Mrs. BoXER, and Mr. WEAVER. 

H.R. 1705: Mr. BEDELL, Mr. MARTINEZ, and 
Mr. OBERSTAR. 

H.R. 1917: Mr. CLAY, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. VoLK
MER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and Mr. BATES. 

H.R. 1946: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. MOORE, Mr. PASHAYAN, and 
Mr. SHAW. 

H.R. 2708: Mr. DoRNAN of California and 
Mrs. LoNG. 

H.R. 2840: Mr. Al.ExANDER. 
H.R. 3330: Mr. HUCKABY. 
H.R. 3378: Mr. CHANDLER and Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 3388: Mr. RINALDO and Mr. McCUR-

DY. 
H.R. 3431: Mr. STAGGERS. 
H.R. 3747: Mr. LoWRY of Washington. 
H.R. 3886: Mr. McCOLLUM, Mr. KOLBE, and 

Mr. PORTER. 
H.R. 3894: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. ST GER

MAIN, Mr. JAcoBs, Mr. HANsEN, Mr. RoTH, 
Ms. OAKAR, Mr. DIOGUARDI, Mrs. KENNELLY, 
Mr. MoNSON, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. CLINGER, and 
Mr. YoUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 3898: Mr. DENNY SMITH, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. 
CROCKETT, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
REID, Mr. AuCoiN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. PORTER, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LELAND, Mr. BONIOR of 
Michigan, Mr. VENTO, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. GLicKMAN, and Mr. FRosT. 

H.R. 4003: Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina, 
Mr. MURPHY, and Mr. PEPPER. 

H.R. 4014: Mr. HOYER and Ms. KAPTuR. 
H.R. 4060: Mr. CARNEY, Mr. FusTER, Mr. 

MACK, Mr. WHITLEY, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. 
LEVINE of California, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. 
STRANG, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. MAcKAY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. YouNG 
of Florida, Mr. DAUB, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. LATTA, 
Mr. SWINDALL, and Mr. MARTIN of New 
York. 

H.R. 4067: Mr. BATEMAN and Mr. 
McGRATH. 

H.R. 4075: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. SAVAGE. 
H.R. 4126: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 4278: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 4279: Mr. ScHEUER, Mr. YATES, Mr. 

CROCKETT, Mr. HORTON, Mr. BLAZ, Mrs. 
BURTON of California, Mr. BONKER, Mr. DAN
NEMEYER, and Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 4299: Mr. BLAZ, Mr. STANGELAND, Mr. 
ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
KOLBE, and Mr. McEWEN. 

H.R. 4301: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
Bosco, and Mr. TowNs. 

H.R. 4302: Mr. TAUKE. 
H.R. 4303: Mr. QUILLEN. 

H.R. 4308: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, and Mr. BEVILL. 

H.R. 4337: Mr. PACKARD, Mr. SMITH of 
Florida, Mr. DYSON, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, and 
Mr. RuDD. 

H.R. 4344: Mr. FISH, Mr. ROBINSON, and 
Ms. 0AKAR. 

H.R. 4388: Mrs. BOGGS, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. UDALL, 
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. STEN
HOLM, Mr. HuTTo, Mr. HENDON, Mr. BURTON 
of Indiana, Mr. WHITTAKER, Mr. WORTLEY, 
Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
RoBINSON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. AcKERMAN, 
Mr. FRANK, Mr. PURsELL, and Mr. HoRTON. 

H.R. 4391: Mr. FIELDS, Mr. STANGELAND, 
Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. WORTLEY. 

H.R. 4405: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. SPENCE, 
and Mr. TAUZIN. 

H.R. 4462: Mr. WATKINS. 
H.R. 4463: Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. GEJDENSON, 

Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. VENTO, and Mr. STOKES. 
H.R. 4478: Mr. DORNAN of California, Mr. 

MRAZEK, and Mr. LIPINSKI. 
H.R. 4482: Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. SMITH of 

Florida, Mr. PORTER, Mr. TALLON, and Mr. 
COMBEST. 

H.R. 4495: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
MAcK, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. BoEHLERT, and Mr. 
ARMEY. 

H.R. 4519: Mr. WEBER, Mr. EVANS of Illi
nois, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. ECKART of Ohio, Mr. 
LEWIS of Florida, Mr. PENNY, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
BONIOR of Michigan, and Mrs. BYRON. 

H.R. 4520: Mr. WEBER, Mr. EvANS of Illi
nois, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
DARDEN, Mr. LEwiS of Florida, Mr. RIDGE, 
Mr. ECKART of Ohio, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 
NEAL, and Mr. BONIOR of Michigan. 

H.R. 4523. Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. HENRY, and Mr. JEFFORDS. 

H.R. 4524: Mr. FRANKLIN, Mrs. MARTIN of 
Illinois, and Mr. DYSON. 

H.R. 4534: Mr. JoNES of Oklahoma, Mr. 
BRUCE, Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri, and Mr. 
PuRSELL. 

H.R. 4545: Mr. RODINO, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
OWENs, Mr. BATES, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
MATSUI, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. CLAY, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, and Mr. BUSTAMANTE. 

H.R. 4558: Mr. WoLF, Mr. BusTAMANTE, 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. WmTEHURsT, Mr. 
MONSON, Mr. LEwiS of Florida, and Mr. 
NIELSON of Utah. 

H.R. 4567: Mr. STALLINGS. 
H.R. 4621: Mr. ScHAEFER. 
H.R. 4648: Mr. MATSUI. 
H.R. 4682: Mr. BENNETT, Mr. DANNEMEYER, 

Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
BEDELL, Mr. WALKER, Mr. DOWNEY of New 
York, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. LEVINE of California, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. EVANS of Illinois, Mr. 
PoRTER, Mr. WoLPE, Mr. DioGuARDI, Mr. 
EcKART of Ohio, Mr. ROBERT F. SMITH, Mr. 
BATES, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. SMITH of Florida, 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. MORRISON of Connecti
cut, Mr. STRANG, Mrs. BoxER, Mr. ScHAEFER, 
Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. DYMALLY, Mrs. RouKEMA, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. STARK, Mr. MILLER of Wash
ington, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. PEASE, Mr. 
BONIOR of Michigan, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. 
CHAPP IE. 

H.R. 4700: Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, 
Mr. FRANK, Mr. GARCIA, Mr. LELAND, Mr. 
SOLOMON, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 
COURTER, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. BARNES, Mr. 
REID, Mr. :i.EHMAN of Florida, Mr. LEVIN of 
Michigan, Mr. DIXON, Mr. MONSON, Mr. 
LUNDINE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, Mr. BATES, Mr. MINETA, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. ECKART of 
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Ohio, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 
EvANs of Illinois, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. KLEcz
KA, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. SMITH of 
Florida, Mr. TAUKE, and Mr. FAZIO. 

H.R. 4714: Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska and 
Mr. DAUB. 

H.R. 4763: Mr. FRANK and Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 4794: Mr. GEPHARDT. 
H.J. Res. 96: Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma 

and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.J. Res. 133: Mr. SHAW and Mr. FisH. 
H.J. Res. 244: Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 

MURPHY, and Mr. McKINNEY. 
H.J. Res. 356: Mr. BOLAND. 
H.J. Res. 381: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. ANTHO· 

NY. 
H.J. Res. 429: Mr. HERTEL of Michigan, 

Mr. CoATS, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. BoNIOR of 
Michigan, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. FisH, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. UDALL, Mr. 
YoUNG of Alaska, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. TAUZIN, 
and Mr. McCLOSKEY. 

H.J. Res. 435: Mr. RoDINO, Mr. BoRSKI, 
Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. DONNELLY, and Mr. 
LAFALCE. 

H.J. Res. 484: Mr. SMITH of New Hamp
shire, Mr. BusTAMANTE, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. PA
NETTA, Mr. LoWRY of Washington, Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. WILSON, Mr. FEIGHAN, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. BRYANT, and Mr. GARCIA. 

H.J. Res. 498: Mr. FISH. 
H.J. Res. 504: Mr. BROOKS, Mr. DEWINE, 

Mr. DYSON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. SAVAGE and Mr. LEVIN of 
Michigan. 

H.J. Res. 549: Mr. AKAKA, Mr. DANIEL, Mr. 
McDADE, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. FuQUA, Mr. DE 
LUGO, Mr. DENNY SMITH, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. BENNETT, Ms. 0AKAR, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. LEwiS of Florida, 
Mr. ScHUMER, Mr. STRANG, Mr. DE LA GARZA, 
Mr. ROWLAND of Georgia, Mr. FuSTER. Mr. 
SMITH of Florida, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
YoUNG of Florida, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. HUTTo, Mr. DAUB, Mrs. HOLT, 
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. RoE, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. 
BERMAN, Mr. CHAPPlE, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. 
DYMALLY, Mr. LEwiS of California, Mr. 
LoWERY of California, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. 
COELHO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. HAMMER· 
scHMIDT, Mr. BLAZ, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. HYDE, 
Mr. HuNTER, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
EVANS of Illinois, Mr. MRAZEK, Mrs. BENT· 
LEY, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. CoNYERS, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. DOWDY of Mississippi, Mr. GALLO, 
Mr. HOWARD, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. HENRY, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. BoLAND, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. RoDINO, 
Mr. TRAXLER, Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mr. REID, and 
Mr. CLAY. 

H.J. Res. 552: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. SABO, Mr. DioGUARDI, Mr. ST 
GERMAIN, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. FRANK, 
Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 
CoBLE, Mr. MoRRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 
CHAPPlE, Mr. McKERNAN, Mr. BATES, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. WoLF, 
Mr. CALLAHAN, and Mr. ROE. 

H.J. Res. 555: Mr. RoE, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
TAUKE, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
McKERNAN, and Mrs. BoXER. 

H.J. Res. 577: Mr. RALPH M. HALL, Mr. 
FRENZEL, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. REID, Mr. WHIT· 
TAKER, Mr. DAUB, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. BoXER, 
Mr. PASHAYAN, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. O'BRIEN, 
and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.J. Res. 629: Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. STUMP, 
Mr. TALLON, Mr. CONTE, Mr. DE LuGo, Mr. 
HOPKINS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
HENDON, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. DAUB, Mr. VALEN· 
TINE, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. FRENZEL, 

Mr. RAHALL, Mr. CROCKETT, Mr. PRICE, Mr. 
FRosT, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
0BERSTAR, Mr. LELAND, Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. 
MARTIN of New York, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. IRE
LAND, Mr. ToWNs, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. LUJAN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. MAcK, Mr. MoRRISON of Con
necticut, Mr. KLEcZKA, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
HowARD, Mr. GuARINI, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. 
FAUNTROY, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
STENHOLM, and Mr. JoNEs of Tennessee. 

H. Con. 26: Mr. MAcKAY. 
H. Con. Res. 121: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. 

PENNY, Mr. DONNELLY, and Mr. HARTNETT. 
H. Con. Res. 291: Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 

MANTON, Mr. MINETA, Mr. OwENs, Mr. 
FUSTER, Mr. WoLF, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. JEF
FORDS, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. BEIL
ENSON, Mr. HORTON, and Mr. ROSE. 

H. Con. Res. 299: Mr. LENT. 
H. Con. Res. 310: Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. 

CHENEY, Mr. MURTHA, and Mr. COBLE. 
H. Con. Res. 311: Mr. PRICE, Mr. FusTER, 

Mr. TOWNS, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. GRAY of 
Illinois, Mr. MORRISON of Connecticut, Mr. 
MRAZEK, Mr. CoELHO, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. 
FAUNTROY, Mr. HORTON, and Mr. FAZIO. 

H. Con. Res. 331: Mr. HAYES, Mr. HUTrO, 
Mr. KRAMER, and Mr. GALLO. 

H. Res. 388: Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. LEVINE of California, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. WILSON, Mr. McHUGH, Mr. 
MRAZEK, MR. HORTON, and Mr. WORTLEY. 

H. Res. 409: Mr. BARNES, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
GILMAN, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. WHITEHURST. 

H. Res. 438: Mr. LENT, Mr. KosTMAYER, 
Mr. LELAND, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. HENDON, Mr. 
LAGOMARSINO, Mr. DE LuGo, Mr. FRANK, Mrs. 
BoXER, Mr. RITTER, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. 
EvANs of Iowa, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. DREIER of 
California, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. LEVINE of 
California, Mr. HYDE, Mr. PENNY, Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
DAUB, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, and Mr. FISH. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU
TIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, spon

sors were deleted from public bills and 
resolutions as follows: 

H.R. 4567: Mr. PURSELL. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, peti

tions and papers were laid on the 
Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

347. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
City Council of South Euclid, OH, relative 
to "Save American Industry/Jobs Day"; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

348. Also, petition of the Board of Educa
tion, District No. 116, Round Lake, IL, rela
tive to portions of H.R. 3838; to the Com
mittee on Ways on Means. 

349. Also, petition of the Glenbard High 
School District, Glen Ellyn, IL, relative to 
portions of H.R. 3838; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule XXIII, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H.R1 
By Mr. BARTLETT: 

<Amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 4746).) 
-Page 47, after line 2, insert the following 
new section <and redesignate the subsequent 
sections and any references to such sections, 
and conform the table of contents, accord
ingly): 

SEC. 204. LIMITATION ON PUBLIC HOUSING DEVEL
OPMENT AND ASSURANCE OF PUBLIC 
HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS. 

Section 5 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(j)(1) After the date of the enactment of 
the Housing Act of 1986, the Secretary may 
not make a funding reservation for a public 
housing agency for assistance in financing 
the development of public housing <other 
than for Indian families) unless-

"<A> the Secretary determines that addi
tional amounts are required to complete the 
development of dwelling units for which 
amounts are obligated on or before such 
date: 

"(B) the public housing agency certifies to 
the Secretary that 90 percent of the public 
housing dwelling units of such agency are 
maintained at levels at least equal to the 
housing quality standards established by 
the Secretary under section 8<o><6>; or 

"<C> the Secretary determines that such 
development is required to replace dwelling 
units that are disposed of or demolished by 
the public housing agency. 

"(2) Any budget authority that is provided 
in appropriation Acts before the date of the 
enactment of the Housing Act of 1986, and 
is prohibited from obligation by reason of 
the provisions of paragraph < 1 ), is author
ized to be made available by appropriation 
Acts for fiscal year 1986 or 1987 for compre
hensive improvement assistance under sec
tion 14 or 20 <in addition to other budget 
authority provided for such purpose under 
subsection (c)) and to remain available until 
utilized.". 
-At the end of the amendment, add the fol
lowing new title <and conform the table of 
contents accordingly): 

TITLE VI-ASSISTED HOUSING 
LIVABILITY IMPROVEMENTS 

SEC. 601. RENT PHASE-IN. 
Section 3 of the United States Housing 

Act of 1937 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(d)(l) In any case in which the obtaining 
of employment by a resident of a dwelling 
unit assisted under this Act will result in an 
increase in the rent payable by the family 
of such resident under subsection <a>. the 
public housing agency involved <or the Sec
retary, if no public housing agency is in
volved) may provide for a gradual increase 
in such rent to the full amount during a 
period of not more than 6 months. 

"(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'employment' shall have such meaning 
as is determined to be appropriate by the 
public housing agency involved <or the Sec
retary, if no public housing agency is in
volved).". 
SEC. 602. PORTABILITY OF SECTION 8 CERTIFI

CATES AND VOUCHERS. 
Section 8 of the United States Housing 

Act of 1937 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

"(q)(l) Any family assisted under subsec
tion (b) or <o> may continue to receive such 
assistance when such family moves to an
other eligible dwelling unit-
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"<A> if such dwelling unit is within the 

same metropolitan statistical area as the 
dwelling unit from which the family moves; 
and 

"(B) notwithstanding that such dwelling 
unit is not within the area of jurisdiction of 
the public housing agency having jurisdic
tion in the area of the dwelling unit from 
which the family moves. 

"(2) The public housing agency having au
thority with respect to the dwelling unit to 
which a family moves under this subsection 
shall have the responsibility of carrying out 
the provisions of this subsection with re
spect to such family. If no public housing 
agency has authority with respect to the 
dwelling unit to which a family moves under 
this subsection, the public housing agency 
having authority with respect to the dwell
ing unit from which the family moves shall 
have such responsibility. 

"(3) In providing assistance under subsec
tion <b> or <o> for any fiscal year, the Secre
tary shall give consideration to any reduc
tion in the number of resident families in
curred by a public housing agency in the 
preceding fiscal year as a result of the provi
sions of this subsection. 

"(4) The provisions of this subsection may 
not be construed to restrict any authority of 
the Secretary under any other provision of 
law to provide for the portability of assist
ance under this section.". 
SEC. 603. CONSTRUCI'ION AND MAINTENANCE COST 

RELIEF AND TENANT EMPLOYMENT. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-Section 12 of the United 

States Housing Act of 1937 is amended-
<1 > by striking "Any" after the section des

ignation and inserting the following: "(a) 
Except as provided in subsection <b>, any"; 
and 

<2> by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

"(b) <1> The provisions of subsection <a> 
with respect to laborers and mechanics em
ployed in the development of any lower 
income housing project shall not apply to 
any contract entered into under section 14 
or 20 if the public housing agency involved 
certifies that a majority of the workers em
ployed in making the improvements will be 
tenants of the lower income housing 
project. 

"(2) The provisions of subsection <a> with 
respect to maintenance laborers and me
chanics employed in the operation of any 
lower income housing project shall not 
apply to any contract entered into under 
this Act if the public housing agency in
volved certifies that a majority of the work
ers employed in maintenance activities will 
be tenants of the lower income housing 
project.". 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-The amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to 
wages paid under any construction or main
tenance contract entered into, or for con
struction or maintenance work commenced, 
before the expiration of the 180-day period 
following the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 604. PUBLIC HOUSING TENANT MANAGEMENT. 

The United States Housing Act of 1937 <as 
amended by section 212 of this Act> is fur
ther amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing new section: 

"PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENT MANAGEMENT 
"SEc. 21. <a> PuRPosE.-The purpose of 

this section is to encourage increased resi
dent management of public housing 
projects, and to improve existing living con
ditions in public housing projects, by provid
ing increased flexibility for public housing 
projects that are managed by residents by-

"(1) giving a priority for comprehensive 
improvement assistance under section 14 or 
20; 

"(2) waiving certain statutory and regula
tory requirements; 

"(3) permitting the retention, and use for 
certain purposes, of any revenues exceeding 
operating and project costs: and 

"(4) providing funding, from amounts oth
erwise available, for technical assistance to 
promote formation and development of resi
dent management entities. 

"(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) RESIDENT COUNCIL.-As a condition of 

entering into a resident management pro
gram, a majority of the adult residents of a 
public housing project shall approve the es
tablishment of a resident council to deter
mine the feasibility of establishing a resi
dent management corporation to manage 
the project. 

"(2) PuBLIC HOUSING MANAGEMENT SPECIAL
IST.-The resident council of a public hous
ing project, in cooperation with the public 
housing agency, shall select a qualified 
public housing management specialist to 
assist in determining the feasibility of, and 
to help establish, a resident management 
corporation and to provide training in the 
daily operations of the project. 

"(3) BONDING AND INSURANCE.-Before as
suming any management responsibility for a 
public housing project, the resident man
agement corporation shall provide fidelity 
bonding and insurance, or equivalent pro
tection, in accordance with regulations and 
requirements of the Secretary and the 
public housing agency. Such bonding and 
insurance, or its equivalent, shall be ade
quate to protect the Secretary and the 
public housing agency against loss, theft, 
embezzlement, or fraudulent acts on the 
part of the resident management corpora
tion or its employees. 

"(4) MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES.-A 
resident management corporation that 
qualifies under this section, and that sup
plies insurance and bonding or equivalent 
protection sufficient to the Secretary and 
the public housing agency, may enter into a 
contract with the public housing agency es
tablishing the respective management 
rights and responsibilities of the corpora
tion and the public housing agency. Such 
contract may include specific terms govern
ing management personnel, access to 
project records, submission of and adher
ence to budgets, rent collection procedures, 
tenant income verification, tenant eligibility 
determinations, tenant eviction, the acquisi
tion of supplies and materials, and such 
other matters as may be appropriate. 

"(5) ANNUAL AUDIT.-The books and 
records of a resident management corpora
tion operating a public housing project shall 
be audited annually by a certified public ac
countant. A written report of each audit 
shall be forwarded to the public housing 
agency and the Secretary. 

"(C) PRIORITY FOR COMPREHENSIVE IM
PROVEMENT AsSISTANCE.-The Secretary 
shall issue regulations that provide public 
housing projects managed by resident man
agement corporations with additional con
sideration in the allocation of comprehen
sive improvement assistance under section 
14 or 20. 

"(d) WAIVER OF FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS.
"(1) IN GENERAL.-Upon the request of any 

resident management corporation, the Sec
retary may waive Federal requirements that 
the Secretary determines to unnecessarily 
increase the costs or restrict the income of a 
public housing project. Requirements that 

may be waived under this subsection shall 
include the applicability of section 12 to a 
public housing project, the applicability of 
minimum property standards prescribed by 
the Secretary <but only if local property 
standards are followed>, and the applicabil
ity of any other operating or managerial re
quirement. 

"(2) ExCEPTIONs.-The Secretary may not 
waive under this subsection any require
ment with respect to income eligibility for 
purposes of section 16 or rental payments 
under section 3(a). 

"(e) OPERATING SUBSIDY.-Notwithstand
ing any provision of section 9 or any regula
tion under such section, the operating subsi
dy for a project managed by a resident man
agement corporation shall not be less than 
the public housing agency per unit monthly 
amount provided in the previous year as de
termined on an individual project basis. The 
operating subsidy amount established for 
such a project under this subsection may 
not be reduced during the 3-year period be
ginning on the date on which the resident 
management corporation first receives such 
an operating subsidy. 

"(f) RESIDENT MANAGEMENT TECHNICAL As
SISTANCE AND TRAINING.-

"(!) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.-The Secretary 
may provide financial assistance to resident 
management corporations or resident coun
cils that obtain, by contract or otherwise, 
technical assistance for the development of 
resident management entities, including the 
formation of such entities, the development 
of the management capability of newly 
formed or existing entities, the identifica
tion of the social support needs of residents 
of public housing projects, and the securing 
of such support. 

"(2) LIMITATION ON AsSISTANCE.-The fi
nancial assistance provided under this sub
section with respect to any public housing 
project may not exceed $100,000. 

"(3) FUNDING.-Of the amounts available 
for financial assistance under section 14 or 
20 for fiscal year 1987, the Secretary may 
use not more than $1,500,000 to carry out 
this subsection.". 
SEC. 605. INCENTIVES FOR PUBLIC HOUSING 

AGENCY PERFORMANCE EFFICIENCY. 

Section 9<a><3> of the United States Hous
ing Act of 1937 <as added by section 206 of 
this Act> is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

"(C) Under the performance funding 
system established under this paragraph 
<and notwithstanding any provision of sub
paragraph <B> to the contrary-

"(i) funds received by any public housing 
agency from sources other than tenant 
rents or other tenant payments, investment 
income, or income earned from commercial 
leases or receipts, including any amounts re
covered through litigation, shall not be 
counted as income in computing the allow
able subsidy nor shall prior receipt of any 
such funds affect the allowable expense 
level; and 

"(ii) any revenues resulting from rental 
income or other income <including invest
ment income> in excess of estimated reve
nues from such items may not be recap
tured, used, or computed to reduce assist
ance provided under this section. unless 
such estimate-

"(!) was unreasonable according to regula
tions in effect when the estimate was made; 
or 

"<II> was fraudulent and deceptive.". 
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SEC. 606. PROVISION OF ADEQUATE REPLACEMENT 

UNITS IN CASES OF DEMOLITION AND 
DISPOSITION. 

Section 18(b) of the United States Hous
ing Act of 1937 <as amended by section 210 
of this Act> is further amended-

<A> by striking "and" at the end of para
graph (2); 

<B> by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting"; and"; and 

<C> by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"(4) as an alternative to the requirements 
of paragraph (3), the public housing agency 
has developed a plan for the provision of 
other decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable 
housing to the tenants to be displaced as a 
result of the demolition or disposition.". 
SEC. 607. PROIDBITION OF DENIAL OF SECTION 8 

CERTIFICATES AND VOUCHERS TO 
RESIDENTS OF PUBLIC HOUSING. 

Section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 <as amended by section 602 of 
this Act> is further amended by adding at 
the end of following new subsection: 

"(r) In selecting families for the provision 
of assistance under this section <including 
subsection (o)), a public housing agency 
may not consider whether a family resides 
in a public housing project.". 
SEC. 608. TENANT RENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS. 

<a> PuBLic HousiNG EcoNOMIC RENT.-Sec
tion 3<a> of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 <as amended by section 202 of this 
Act> is further amended-

< 1) in the second sentence, by inserting 
"or (3)" after "(2)"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"<3><A> Any public housing agency may 
provide that each family residing in a public 
housing project owned and operated by 
such agency shall pay as monthly rent, for 
not more than a 5-year period, an amount 
determined by such agency to be appropri
ate that does not exceed a maximum 
amount that-

"(i) is established by such agency and ap
proved by the Secretary; 

"<ii> is not more than the amount payable 
as rent by such family under paragraph <1>; 
and 

"(iii) is not less than <D the average 
monthly amount of debt service and operat
ing expenses attributable to dwelling units 
of similar size in public housing projects 
owned and operated by such agency; or (11) 
the fair market rentals established in the 
housing area for dwelling units under sec
tion 8(b)(l). 

"(B) In the event of any inconsistency be
tween the provisions of this paragraph and 
paragraph <2>, the provisions of this para
graph shall apply.". 

(b) PuBLIC HOUSING MINIMUM RENT.-Sec
tion 3 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 <as amended by section 601 of this Act> 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

"(e)(l) For purposes of enabling public 
housing agencies to provide for child care 
and tenant management for lower income 
housing projects, and notwithstanding the 
provisions of subsection <a>, each public 
housing agency may require each family oc
cupying a dwelling unit in a lower income 
housing project operated by such agency to 
pay a minimum monthly rent (including the 
amount of any utility payments by such 
family) for such dwelling unit. Such mini
mum monthly rent shall be established for 
all such families at a single amount, not ex
ceeding $50, determined by the public hous
ing agency involved to be appropriate. 

"(2)(A) The minimum monthly rent estab
lished by any public housing agency under 
this subsection shall not apply to any elder
ly family or individual or any disabled or 
handicapped family or individual. 

"(B) The minimum monthly rent estab
lished by any public housing agency under 
this subsection shall not apply to any family 
unless such family has, for the 2-year period 
immediately preceding the application of 
such minimum monthly rent, occupied a 
dwelling unit in a lower income housing 
project and paid less than the monthly min
imum rent established by the public hous
ing agency. Calculation of such 2-year 
period shall not include any day prior to the 
date of the enactment of the Housing Act of 
1986. 

"(3) Each public housing agency establish
ing a minimum monthly rent under this 
subsection shall establish procedures for the 
consideration of a request by any family for 
a waiver or reduction of such minimum 
monthly rent for such family on account of 
undue hardship. Such procedures shall pro
vide-

"(A) for establishment of a tenant review 
board consisting of residents of the lower 
income housing project involved and select
ed by the residents of such project; 

"(B) that each request for a waiver or re
duction under this paragraph shall be con
sidered and determined by such tenant 
review board, and such determination shall 
be binding upon the public housing agency; 
and 

"(C) that any waiver or reduction under 
this paragraph shall be granted for not 
more than a 6-month period, except that 
any family granted a waiver or reduction 
under this paragraph shall not be precluded 
from requesting subsequent waivers or re
ductions. 

"(4) Each public housing agency establish
ing a minimum monthly rent under this 
subsection shall utilize all revenues result
ing from the charging of such rent for pur
poses of the development and operation of 
child care for the residents of, and the de
velopment of tenant management of, the 
lower income housing project involved.". 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.-Section 
9<a><3><C> of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 <as added by section 605 of this Act) 
is amended-

(!) by striking "and" at the end of clause 
(i); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting "; and"; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

"(iii) any revenues resulting from the 
charging of minimum monthly rents under 
section 3<e> shall not be computed in deter
mining the amount of assistance to be made 
available to a public housing agency under 
this section.". 
SEC. 609. DEREGULATION OF PUBLIC HOUSING 

AGENCIES. 
Section 2 of the United States Housing 

Act of 1937 is amended-
(!) by inserting "(a)" after the section des

ignation; and 
<2> by adding at the end the following new 

subsection: 
"(b)(1) To encourage efficient and effec

tive administration of public housing by 
public housing agencies, to increase the 
amount of responsibility of these agencies 
for administering their public housing, and 
to minimize Federal involvement in the ad
ministration of public housing, the Secre
tary shall, whenever feasible, permit public 
housing agencies to carry out activities in-

volved in the administration of public hous
ing projects without prior review or approv
al by the Secretary. 

"(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall 
not apply if-

"<A> the Secretary determines that there 
is a reasonable basis to conclude that prior 
review and approval of 1 or more specific ac
tivities is necessary to ensure efficient and 
effective conduct of the activity throughout 
the program; 

"(B) the Secretary determines that there 
is a reasonable basis to conclude that prior 
review and approval is necessary with re
spect to a particular public housing agency 
due to such factors as its inexperience or 
poor performance in carrying out the same 
or related activities; or 

"<C> prior review or approval by the Secre
tary is required by law.". 

H.R.1 
By Mrs. BURTON of California: 

<Amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 46721). 
-Page 66, after line 9, insert the following 
new section <and conform the table of con
tents accordingly>: 
SEC. 245. PROCEDURES AND POLICIES FOR MANDA

TORY MEALS PROGRAMS IN ASSISTED 
HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, in consultation 
with owners, managers, and tenants of 
housing projects for the elderly that are as
sisted under section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959, section 236 of the National Housing 
Act, and section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 and that have manda
tory meals programs, shall develop and im
plement within 1 year following the date of 
the enactment of this Act procedures and 
policies governing the operation of such 
programs to facilitate the sound and equita
ble administration of all such programs and 
to ensure that meals provided under such 
programs are at the least possible cost to all 
tenants. 

(b) SPECIFIC REQUIREllriENTS.-Procedures 
and policies prescribed by the Secretary 
under subsection <a> shall include rules to

< 1) require sponsors of mandatory meals 
programs to accept food stamps toward pay
ment for meals; 

<2> require, when the lease is renewed or 
within 12 months of the date of the enact
ment of this Act, whichever occurs earlier, 
the contract for any meals service to be sep
arate from the lease for the housing unit 
and to prohibit the eviction of any tenant 
for nonpayment of the meals service con
tract; 

(3) require exceptions from participation 
in mandatory meals programs where such 
programs cannot satisfactorily accommo
date the special dietary or health needs of a 
tenant, as certified by the tenant's physi
cian, or the special diet or food practice 
tenets of a tenant's religion, or where such 
programs substantially interfere with a ten
ant's employment; 

<4> require sponsors of mandatory meals 
programs to provide refunds or otherwise 
excuse tenants from payment for meals not 
eaten during periods of temporary absence 
from a housing facility due to confinement 
in a hospital, nursing home, or other health 
care of rehabilitative facility, or, where 
prior notification is provided to the sponsor 
by tenants, during periods of extended ab
sence from the facility; 

(5) encourage sponsors of mandatory meal 
programs to make meals available to ten
ants who are confined to units within the 
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facility due to illness or other temporary in
capacitation that prevents participation in 
congregate dining or otherwise to compen
sate tenants for meals not eaten during 
such temporary incapacitation; and 

<6> prohibit sponsors of mandatory meal 
programs from requiring payment for more 
than 1 meal for any day. 

(C) LIMIT ON TENANT PAYMENTS.-
(1 > IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pre

scribe rules requiring sponsors of mandato
ry meals programs to exempt from partici
pation in such programs tenants for whom 
participation in such programs constitutes 
an unbearable financial hardship, or to pro
vide such tenants with financial assistance 
toward the cost of participation in such pro
grams. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF FINANCIAL HARD
SHIP.-ln determining unbearable financial 
hardship under paragraph (1), the Secre
tary shall take into consideration the cost to 
tenants of meals not covered by the pro
gram and other necessary living costs re
maining after payment of charges for the 
mandatory meals program. 

(d) STUDY.-
( 1 > For purposes of facilitating congres

sional consideration of the appropriateness 
of mandatory meals programs in assisted 
housing projects for the elderly. The Secre
tary shall conduct a study reviewing the op
eration of mandatory meals programs and 
actions of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development implementing the pro
visions of this section. The Secretary shall 
complete such study, and submit to the 
Congress a report setting forth the findings 
and conclusions of the Secretary as a result 
of such study, by not later than the expira
tion of the 18-month period following the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

<2><A> As part of the study required in 
this subsection, the Secretary shall require 
each owner of an assisted housing project 
for the elderly with respect to which funds 
for assistance are reserved by the Secretary 
on or before the date of the enactment of 
this Act and that has a mandatory meals 
program-

(i) to review the cost effectiveness and 
quality of such mandatory meals program; 

(ii) to consider whether a voluntary meals 
program is financially feasible <taking into 
consideration the resources available from 
the Federal Government, States, localities, 
and private entities> and in the best interest 
of the tenants of the housing project; and 

<iii> not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, to submit to the 
Secretary a report setting forth the findings 
of such owner under clauses <D and <iD. 

<B> Each owner subject to subparagraph 
<A> shall carry out the requirements under 
such subparagraph is consultation with the 
manager and tenants of the housing project 
<including tenants preferring voluntary and 
mandatory meals programs) and in compli
ance with criteria prescribed by the Secre
tary. 

<3> The report required in this subsection 
shall include the information provided by 
project owners under paragraph <2> and ad
ditional information with respect to-

<A> the cost effectiveness of mandatory 
meals programs in comparison to meals pro
grams offered on a voluntary basis; 

<B> the benefits to tenants provided by 
participation in mandatory or voluntary 
meals programs; 

<c> the extent of compliance among spon
sors of mandatory meals programs with 
rules required by this section; 

<D> the extent to which tenants of assist
ed housing projects with mandatory meals 

programs have participated in such pro
grams against their wishes due to limited 
availability of alternative assisted housing 
projects for the elderly; 

<E> the availability of funding under the 
Congregate Housing Services Act of 1965, 
title III of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 
or other Federal programs for facilitating 
the conversion of current mandatory meals 
programs to voluntary participation by ten
ants; and 

<F> the various program designs and fund
ing sources used to establish voluntary and 
mandatory meals programs. 

(e) MORATORIUM OF NEW MANDATORY MEAL 
PRoGRAMs.-During the 30-month period fol
lowing the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary-

< 1> shall permit the establishment of only 
voluntary meals programs in assisted hous
ing projects for the elderly with respect to 
which funds for assistance are reserved by 
the Secretary after the date of the enact
ment of this Act; and 

<2> shall not permit the conversion of a 
voluntary meals program, in existence as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, to a 
mandatory meals program. 

(f) DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

(1) The term "elderly" means any individ
ual who is not less than 62 years of age or 
any family the head of which <or whose 
spouse> is not less than 62 years of age. 

(2) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development. 

<Amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute offered by Mr. WYLIE 
of Ohio <text of H.R. 4757).) 
-Page 77, after line 6, insert the following 
new section <and conform the table of con
tents accordingly>: 
SEC. 224. PROCEDURES AND POLICIES FOR MANDA· 

TORY MEALS PROGRAMS IN ASSISTED 
HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY. 

<a> IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Hous
ing and Urban Development, in consultation 
with owners, managers, and tenants of 
housing projects for the elderly that are as
sisted under section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959, section 236 of the National Housing 
Act, and section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 and that have manda
tory meals programs, shall develop and im
plement within 1 year following the date of 
the enactment of this Act procedures and 
policies governing the operation of such 
programs to facilitate the sound and equita
ble administration of all such programs and 
to ensure that meals provided under such 
programs are at the least possible cost to all 
tenants. 

(b) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTs.-Procedures 
and policies prescribed by the Secretary 
under subsection <a> shall include rules to

< 1 > require sponsors of mandatory meals 
programs to accept food stamps toward pay
ment for meals; 

(2) require, when the lease is renewed or 
within 12 months of the date of the enact
ment of this Act, whichever occurs earlier, 
the contract for any meals service to be sep
arate from the lease for the housing unit 
and to prohibit the eviction of any tenant 
for nonpayment of the meals service con
tract; 

<3> require exceptions from participation 
in mandatory meals programs where such 
programs cannot satisfactorily accommo
date the special dietary or health needs of a 
tenant, as certified by the tenant's physi
cian, or the special diet or food practice 
tenets of a tenant's religion, or where such 
programs substantially interfere with a ten
ent's employment; 

(4) require sponsors of mandatory meals 
programs to provide refunds or otherwise 
excuse tenants from payment for meals not 
eaten during periods of temporary absence 
from a housing facility due to confinement 
in a hospital, nursing home, or other health 
care or rehabilitative facility, or, where 
prior notification is provided to the sponsor 
by tenants, during periods of extended ab
sence from the facility; 

(5) encourage sponsors of mandatory meal 
programs to make meals available to ten
ants who are confined to units within the 
facility due to illness or other temporary in
capacitation that prevents participation in 
congregate dining or otherwise to compen
sate tenants for meals not eaten during 
such temporary incapacitation; and 

(6) prohibit sponsors of mandatory meal 
programs from requiring payment for more 
than 1 meal for any day. 

(C) LIMIT ON TENANT PAYMENTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall pre

scribe rules requiring sponsors of mandato
ry meals programs to exempt from partici
pation in such programs tenants for whom 
participation in such programs constitutes 
an unbearable financial hardship, or to pro
vide such tenants with financial assistance 
toward the cost of participation in such pro
grams. 

(2) DETERMINATION OF FINANCIAL HARD
SHIP.-ln determining unbearable financial 
hardship under paragraph <1 ), the Secre
tary shall take into consideration the cost to 
tenants of meals not covered by the pro
gram and other necessary living costs re
maining after payment of charges for the 
mandatory meals program. 

(d) STUDY.-
(1) For purposes of facilitating congres

sional consideration of the appropriateness 
of mandatory meals programs in assisted 
housing projects for elderly, the Secretary 
shall conduct a study reviewing the oper
ation of mandatory meals programs and ac
tions of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development implementing the pro
visions of this section. The Secretary shall 
complete such study, and submit to the 
Congress a report setting forth the findings 
and conclusions of the Secretary as a result 
of such study, by not later than the expira
tion of the 18-month period following the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2)(A) As part of the study required in 
this subsection, the Secretary shall require 
each owner of an assisted housing project 
for the elderly with respect to which funds 
for assistance are reserved by the Secretary 
on or before the date of the enactment of 
this Act and that has a mandatory meals 
program-

(i) to review the cost effectiveness and 
quality of such mandatory meals program; 

(ii) to consider whether a voluntary meals 
program is financially feasible <taking into 
consideration the resources available from 
the Federal Government, States, localities, 
and private entities> and in the best interest 
of the tenants of the housing project; and 

(iii) not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, to submit to the 
Secretary a report setting forth the findings 
of such owner under clauses (i) and <ii>. 

<B> Each owner subject to subparagraph 
<A> shall carry out the requirements under 
such subparagraph in consultation with the 
manager and tenants of the housing project 
<including tenants preferring voluntary and 
mandatory meals programs) and in compli
ance with criteria prescribed by the Secre
tary. 



10528 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE May 13, 1986 
(3) The report required in this subsection 

shall include the information provided by 
project owners under paragraph (2) and ad
ditional information with respect to-

<A> the cost effectiveness of mandatory 
meals programs in comparison to meals pro
grams offered on a voluntary basis; 

<B> the benefits to tenants provided by 
participation in mandatory or voluntary 
meals programs; 

<C> the extent of compliance among spon
sors of mandatory meals programs with 
rules required by this section; 

<D> the extent to which tenants of assist
ed housing projects with mandatory meals 
programs have participated in such pro
grams against their wishes due to limited 
availability of alternative assisted housing 
projects for the elderly; 

<E> the availability of funding under the 
Congregate Housing Services Act of 1965, 
title III of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 
or other Federal programs for facilitating 
the conversion of current mandatory meals 
programs to voluntary participation by ten
ants; and 

<F> the various program designs and fund
ing sources used to establish voluntary and 
mandatory meals programs. 

(e) MORATORIUM ON NEW MANDATORY MEAL 
PRoGRAM:s.-During the 30-month period fol
lowing the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary-

(!) shall permit the establishment of only 
voluntary meals programs in assisted hous
ing projects for the elderly with respect to 
which funds for assistance are reserved by 
the Secretary after the date of the enact
ment of this Act; and 

(2) shall not permit the conversion of a 
voluntary meals program, in existence as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act, to a 
mandatory meals program. 

<O DEFINITIONs.-For purposes of this sec
tion: 

<1> The term "elderly" means any individ
ual who is not less than 62 years of age or 
any family the head of which <or whose 
spouse) is not less than 62 years of age. 

(2) The term "Secretary" means the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development. 

H.R.1 
By Mr. ST. GERMAIN: 

<Amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 4746>.> 
-Page 38, after the period on line 17, insert 
the following language: "The regulations 
governing testing conducted by private orga
nizations shall contain measures deemed by 
the Secretary necessary to ensure that all 
such testing is objective, reliable and con
trolled. These regulations should guarantee 
the credibility and probative value of testing 
evidence and preclude, to the extent possi
ble without infringing on rights and reme
dies provided by federal fair housing law, 
the misuse of the funds provided under this 
section. No such testing shall be funded 
under this subsection unless preceeded by 
an allegation of a discriminatory housing 
practice made by a person not employed or 
affiliated with the organization conducting 
the test.". 

H.R.1 
By Mrs. SMITH of Nebraska: 

<Amendment to the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute <text of H.R. 4746).) 
-Page 93, after line 9, insert the following 
new section <and conform the table of con
tents accordingly): 

SEC. 305. DEFINITION OF VERY LOW-INOME FAMI
LIES. 

Section 50l<b)(4) of the Housing Act of 
1949 <as amended by section 302 of this Act) 
is further amended by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: "For purposes of as
sistance under section 502, the term 'very 
low-income families or persons' means fami
lies and persons whose incomes do not 
exceed the applicable level established pur
suant to the preceding sentences, or 50 per
cent of the statewide nonmetropolitan 
median income <as determined and adjusted 
by the Secretary of Housing and Urban De
velopment in consultation with the Secre
tary of Agriculture), whichever amount is 
higher.". 

H. CoN. REs. 337 
By Mr. DANNEMEYER: 

<Amendment in the nature of a substi
tute.> 
-Strike everything after the resolving 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

(a) The following budgetary levels are ap
propriate for the fiscal years beginning on 
October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Octo
ber 1, 1988: 

< 1) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $630,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $678,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $727,300,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate 
levels of Federal revenues should be in
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: $0. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $871,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $859,330,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $913,196,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $771,136,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $752,463,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $799,228,000,000. 
(4)(A) The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $140,536,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $74,263,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $71,928,000,000. 
<B> For purposes of the maximum deficit 

amount mandated by the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
and section 301(i) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 only, the appropriate 
levels of total new budget authority, budget 
outlays, Federal revenues, and deficits, in
cluding receipts and disbursements of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Trust Fund 
and the Federal Disability Trust Fund, are 
as follows: 

New budget authority: 
Fiscal year 1987: $1,086,794,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $1,104,556,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,180,760,000,000. 
Outlays: 
Fiscal year 1987: $971,117,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $967,241,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,027,612,000,000. 
Revenues: 
Fiscal year 1987: $844,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $918,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $987,400,000,000. 
Deficit: 
Fiscal year 1987: $127,117,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $49,141,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $40,212,000,000 

(5) The appropriate levels of the public 
debt are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $2,319,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $2,516,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $2,685,100,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Oc
tober 1, 1988, are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$30,510,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $79,765,000,000. 
<C> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $55,357,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$27,961,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $81,701,000,000. 
<C> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $51,875,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$24,7 46,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $83,340,000,000. 
<C> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $52,632,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and 

declares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new loan guarantee commitments for 
fiscal year 1987 through 1989 for each 
major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense <050): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$320,340,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $282,238,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authortiy, 

$341,572,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $299,129,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> - New budget authority, 

$363,229,000,000. 
<B> Outlays $322,282,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs <150): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $20,217,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $15,294,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$8,087,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,150,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $20,791,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $15,782,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$8,221,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,150,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,367,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $15,840,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$8,335,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,000,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
<3> General Science, Space, and Technolo-

gy (250): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,285,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,070,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,722,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,435,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $10,189,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,859,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee· commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(4) Energy <270>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,178,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,198,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,506,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,707,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,264,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,025,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,021,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,250,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,657,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
<5> Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $12,956,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,065,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$48,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $13,303,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,145,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$37,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 

<A> New budget authority, $13,723,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,511,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$42,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
<6> Agriculture <350>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $23,937,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $23,683,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$13,023,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $5,500,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $26,482,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $25,227,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$11,940,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $6,000,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,619,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $21,852,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$9,812,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $6,500,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
<7> Commerce and Housing Credit (370>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $10,852,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,655,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,790,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $37,514,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $55,357,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $11,257,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,077,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,613,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $37,442,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $51,875,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,405,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $3,061,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,481,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $37,392,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $52,632,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A) New budget authority, $29,107,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,381,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$168,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $29,749,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,358,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$87,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee 

commitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 

<A> New budget authority, $30,577,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $28,066,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$65,000,000. 
CD) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Develop-

ment <450>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,023,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,679,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$430,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $30,000,000. 
<E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,390,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $7,844,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$122,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $25,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,467,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,953,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$72,000,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $20,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
<10> Education, Training, Employment, 

and Social Services (500>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $32,087,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $31,023,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $1,-

567,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,756,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $33,531,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,364,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $1,-

716,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,420,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,922,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $33,630,000,000. 
<C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,806,000,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $12,888,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
<11> Health <550): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $38,404,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $33,527,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $41,016,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $40,865,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
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<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $43,628,000,000. 
<B> Oulays, $43,246,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $100,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(12) Medical Insurance (570): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $83,573,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $75,252,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $92,236,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $84,645,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$102,052,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $94,772,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$163,919,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $124,082,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,722,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$171,553,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $130,560,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,124,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$176,415,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $135,226,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$488,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,522,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,522,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,156,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,156,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,864,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,864,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
<15) Veterans Benefits and Services <700): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,618,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,020,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,166,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,715,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitment, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $28,245,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,770,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,073,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,564,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitment, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $28,545,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $28,124,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$985,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $14,440,000,000. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitment, $0. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,936,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,004,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitment, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,116,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,145,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New seconday loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,176,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,261,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(E) New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
<17> General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,737,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,706,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,909,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,915,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,854,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,916,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

<E> New secondary loan guarantee com
mitments, $0. 

<18) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance 
(850): 

Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,561,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,177,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,610,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,609,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,674,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,673,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $91,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $91,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $31,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $31,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $39,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $39,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
(20) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $1,048,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $1,096,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $2,996,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $3,184,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com-

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,128,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,501,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts 

(950): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-35,898,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-35,898,000,000. 
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<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-39,756,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-39,756,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-41,103,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-41,103,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<E> New secondary loan guarantee com

mitments, $0. 

H. CoN. RES. 337 
By Mr. LELAND: 

-strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
That the Congress hereby determines and 
declares that the concurrent resolution on 
the budget for fiscal year 1987 is established 
and the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989 are set forth. 

<a> The following levels and amounts are 
set forth for purposes of determining, in ac
cordance with seciton 301(i) of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, as amended by the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, whether the maximum deficit 
amount for a fiscal year has been exceeded: 

< 1 > The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $868,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $955,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,024,800,000,000. 
<2> The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $1,088,670,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $1,155,960,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,206,300,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $1,011,910,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $1,058,220,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,087,380,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $143,810,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $103,220,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $62,580,000,000. 
<b> The following budgetary levels are ap

propriate for the fiscal years beginning on 
October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Octo
ber 1, 1988: 

< 1 > The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $654,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $714,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $763,600,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate 
levels of Federal revenues should be in
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $14,890,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $25,470,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $29,840,000,000. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act revenues for hospital in
surance within the recommended levels of 
Federal revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $55,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $60,150,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $64,250,000,000. 

(2) The appropriate levels of total new 
budget authority are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $875,320,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $909,180,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,022,310,000,000. 
<3> The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $813,590,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $847,770,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $865,440,000,000. 
< 4> The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $158,890,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $133,470,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $101,840,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $2,319,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $2,516,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $2,685,100,000,000. 
<6> The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Oc
tober 1, 1988, are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$34,250,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $85,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$32,250,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $87,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$30,600,000,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $87,650,000,000. 
<c> The Congress hereby determines and 

declares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations, 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1987 through 1989 for 
each major functional category are: 

<1> National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$255,390,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $264,960,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$259,980,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $261,660,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $264,730,000. 
<B> Outlays, $260,390,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<2> International Affairs <150>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $20,180,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,950,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,150,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $20,790,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $14,860,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,400,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,340,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $15,220,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $11,400,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technolo-

gy (250): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,450,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,190,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,960,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $9,280,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $11,030,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $10,160,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<4> Energy <270>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,760,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,740,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,950,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,710,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,270,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,950,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,020,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,250,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,950,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<5> Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $12,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $12,740,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $13,320,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $13,750,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,930,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$50,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $23,770,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $23,170,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$14,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,210,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $23,610,000,000. 
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<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$12,100,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $24,310,000,000. 
<B> Outlays $20,090,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$11,350,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,650,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $10,890,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $3,980,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$4,450,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $38,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $11,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,310,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$4,600,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $39,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,450,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,630,000,000. 
(C) New Direct loan obligations, 

$4,850,000,000. 
<D> N~w Primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $38,450,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $30,470,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $28,610,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$500,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $50,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $30,980,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $28,590,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$400,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $50,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $31,820,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $29,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$200,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $50,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Develop-

ment (450): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,430,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,170,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$950,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,930,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,130,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,250,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,450,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,050,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $300,000,000. 
<10) Education, Training, Employment, 

and Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $38,060,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $33,310,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 

<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $10,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $39,170,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,040,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $10,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $40,230,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $37,010,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,250,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $10,950,000,000. 
<11> Health (550>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $40,180,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $39,610,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $42,790,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,640,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $45,360,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $45,020,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$50,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
<12) Medicare <570>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $83,570,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $72,250,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $92,240,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $84,650,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$102,050,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $94,770,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$166,670,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $127,010,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,800,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$174,640,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $133,680,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,900,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$179,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $138,350,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,450,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 

<B> Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,150,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,150,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ment, $0. 
<15) Veterans Benefits and Services <700): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $28,240,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $28,080,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,550,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $28,850,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $28,540,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,950,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $29,350,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $29,370,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $17,550,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice <750): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,070,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,190,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,210,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,250,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,340,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<17> General Government <800>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New Budget authority, $5,730,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,650,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New Budget authority, $5,890,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New Budget authority, $5,820,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,880,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<18> General Purpose Fiscal Assistance 

(850): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New Budget authority, $6,560,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,150,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New Budget authority, $6,610,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,610,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New Budget authority, $6,670,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,670,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19> Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New Budget authority, 

$148,830,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $148,830,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New Budget authority, 

$154,540,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $154,540,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New Budget authority, 

$154,690,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $154,690,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20> Allowances (920>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New Budget authority, $1,050,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $1,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New Budget authority, $3,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,180,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New Budget authority, $5,130,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts 

(950): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New Budget authority, 

$-29,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-29,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $31,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $31,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $32,450,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $32,450,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

H. CON. REs. 337 
<Amendment in the nature of a substi

tute.) 
By Mr. LATTA: 

-Strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
That the Congress hereby determines and 
declares that the concurrent resolution on 
the budget for fiscal year 1987 is established 

and the appropriate budgetary levels for 
fiscal years 1988 and 1989 are set forth. 

<a> The following levels and amounts are 
set forth for purposes of determining, in ac
cordance with section 301<0 of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974, as amended by the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, whether the maximum deficit 
amount for a fiscal year has been exceeded: 

( 1 > The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $849,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $929,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $999,200,000,000. 
<2> The appropriate levels of total budget 

are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $1,081,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $1,156,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,204,800,000,000. 
<3> The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $993,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $1,044,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $1,074,100,000,000. 
<4> The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $143,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $115,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $74,900,000,000. 
(b) The following budgetary levels are ap

propriate for the fiscal years beginning on 
October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Octo
ber 1, 1988: 

( 1) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $636,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $689,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $738,100,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate 
levels of Federal revenues should be in
creased are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $5,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $8,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $7,900,000,000. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance 
Contributions Act revenues for hospital in
surance within the recommended levels of 
Federal revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $55,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $60,150,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $64,250,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $859,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $902,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $926,800,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $789,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $827,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $842,500,000,000. 
<4> The amounts of the deficits in the 

budget which are appropriate in the light of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: $153,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $138,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $104,400,000,000. 
<5> The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1987: $2,319,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: $2,516,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: $2,685,100,000,000. 
<6> The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1986, October 1, 1987, and Oc
tober 1, 1988, are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$32,676,081,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $99,104,636,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 

<A> New direct loan obligations, 
$30,57 4,032,000. 

<B> New primary loan guarantee commit
ments, $90,174,950,000. 

Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New direct loan obligations, 

$28,468,058,000. 
<B> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $92,047,691,000. 
<c> The Congress hereby determines and 

declares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations, 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1987 through 1989 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense <050): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$293,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $280,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$303,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $287,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$315,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $297,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<2> International Affairs <150): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $17,200,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,200,215,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,213,177,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $17,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,413,000,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,717,771,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $13,700,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$7,668,591,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,233,992,000. 
<3> General Science, Space, and Technolo-

gy (250): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $8,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $8,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy <270>: 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,400,000,000. 
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<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,018,355,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$2,001,095,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $4,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $3,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,982,755,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$69,992,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $12,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$69,992,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $11,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$69,992,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture <350): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $23,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $23,700,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$14,279,705,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,006,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $26,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $25,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$12,077,605,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,506,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $25,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $21,800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$11,285,451,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,506,000,000. 
<7> Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$3,306,039,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $53,730,610,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $9,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$3,230,546,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $43,234,530,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$3,515,126,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $44,169,950,000. 

<8> Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$502,138,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $70,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $26,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$401,166,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $70,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $28,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $26,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$201,237,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $70,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Develop-

ment (450): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$642,122,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $202,149,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$900,794,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $204,149,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$722,614,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $205,149,000. 
<10) Education, Training, Employment, 

and Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $30,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $30,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,271,420,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,980,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $30,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $30,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,110,420,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,285,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $30,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $30,500,000,000. 
<C) New direct loan obligations, 

$922,420,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,500,000,000. 
<11> Health <550): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $37,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $38.000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$21,650,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $275,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $39,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $40,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$22,900,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $275,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1989: 

<A> New budget authority, $42,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $41,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$29,900,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $275,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570>: 

. Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $82,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $73,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $90,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $81,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $99,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $90,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$159,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $121,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,796,527,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$166,500,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $127,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,811,569,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$169,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $133,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$689,196.000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $6,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $6,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<15) Veterans Benefits and Services <700): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $26,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,567,918,000. 
(0) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,627,700,000. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,600,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,200,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,534,855,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $15,882,500,000. 
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Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $27,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $27,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, 

$1,380,776,000. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,087,600,000. 
06) Adm.ini.stration of Justice <750): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget author.ity, $7,100,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee comm.it-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $7,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $7,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
07) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,100,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget author.ity, $5,300,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $5,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee comm.it-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $5,200,000,000. 
<B) Outlays, $5,300,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee comm.it

ments, $0. 
08) General Purpose Fiscal Assistance 

(850): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget author.ity, $1,800,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $2,600,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee comm.it-

ments, $0. $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $1,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee comm.it-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $1,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $1,900,000,000. 
<C> New d.irect loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee comm.it-

ments, $0. 
(19) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget author.ity, 

$144,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $144,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee comm.it

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$153,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $153,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee comm.it

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$151,000,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $151,000,000,000. 

<C> New d.irect loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
<20> Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, $700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $800,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New Primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, $2,400,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $2,400,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, $3,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $4,000,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
<21> Und.istributed Offsetting Receipts 

(950): 
Fiscal year 1987: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-44,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-44,900,000,000. 
<C> New d.irect loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1988: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-44,700,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-44,700,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D>· New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1989: 
<A> New budget authority, 

$-46,900,000,000. 
<B> Outlays, $-46,900,000,000. 
<C> New direct loan obligations, $0. 
<D> New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
RECONCILIATION 

SEc. 2. <a> Not later than June 5, 1986, the 
committees named in subsections (c) 
through (l) of this section shall submit their 
recommendations to the House Budget 
Committee. After receiving those recom
mendations, the Committees on the Budget 
shall report to the House and Senate a rec
onciliation bill or resolution or both carry
ing out all such recommendations without 
any substantive revision. 

"(b) The following rules shall apply in the 
House of Representatives with respect to 
any reconciliation bill reported or consid
ered pursuant to this resolution: 

<1> No provision shall be reported in the 
House in any reconciliation bill pursuant to 
this resolution or be in order as an amend
ment thereto in the House or Committee of 
the Whole, which is not related to achieving 
the purposes of the d.irectives to House com
mittees contained in this resolution. 

(2) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed to prevent the consideration of 
any provision in a reconciliation bill, or any 
amendment thereto, which achieves savings 
greater than those directed of a committee 
and which conforms to paragraph <3> of this 
subsection, or to prevent the consideration 
of motions to strike made in order by the 
Committee on Rules to achieve the pur
poses of the directives. 

(3) For the purposes of this subsection, a 
provision shall be considered related to 
achieving the purposes of directives con
tained in this resolution on the budget if it 
is estimated by the House Committee on the 
Budget, in consultation with the Congres
sional Budget Office, to effectuate or imple-

ment a reduction in budget authority or in 
new spending authority described in section 
40l<c><2><C> of the Congressional Budget 
Act, or to raise revenues, or both, and, in 
the case of an amendment, if it is within <in 
whole or in part) the jurisdiction of any 
committee instructed in this resolution. 

(4) The point or order established by this 
subsection shall not apply to Senate amend
ments or to conference reports. 

HOUSE COMMITTEES 

<c> The House Committee on Agriculture 
shall report (1) changes in laws within its 
jurisd.iction which provide spending author
ity as defined in section 40l<c><2><C> of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, sufficient 
to reduce budget authority and outlays, <2> 
changes in laws within its jur.isd.iction other 
than those which provide spending author
ity as defined in section 40l<c><2><C> of the 
Act, sufficient to achieve savings in budget 
author.ity and outlays, or (3) any combina
tion thereof, as follows: $-94,000,000 in 
budget authority and $-119,000,000 in out
lays in fiscal year 1987, $-53,000,000 in 
budget authority and $-53,000,000 in out
lays in fiscal year 1988, and $-49,000,000 in 
budget authority and $-49,000,000 in out
lays in fiscal year 1989. 

<d> The House Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs shall report < 1 > 
changes in laws within its jurisd.iction which 
provide spending authority as defined in 
section 40l<c><2><C> of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce 
budget authority and outlays, (2) changes in 
laws within its jurisd.iction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 40l<c><2><C> of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget author.ity and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-2,000,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-2,579,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-2,000,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-2,314,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1988, and $-2,000,000,000 in budget author
ity and $-2,000,000,000 in outlays in fiscal 
year 1989. 

<e> The House Committee on Education 
and Labor shall report <1> changes in laws 
within its jurisd.iction which provide spend
ing author.ity as defined in section 
40Hc)(2)(C) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce budget au
thority and outlays, (2) changes in laws 
within its jurisd.iction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 40l<c><2><C> of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-289,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-266,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-484,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-439,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1988, 
and $-574,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-554,000,000 outlays in fiscal year 1989. 

(f) The House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce shall report (1) changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction which provide spend
ing authority as defined in section 
40l<c><2><C> of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce budget au
thority and outlays, <2> changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 40Hc><2><C> of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-1,719,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-2,421,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-321,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-1,651,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1988, and $-308,000,000 in budget authority 
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and $-2,591,000,000 outlays in fiscal year 
1989. 

(g) The House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs shall report < 1 > changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction which provide 
spending authority as defined in section 
401<c><2><C> of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce budget au
thority and outlays, (2) changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 40l<c><2><C> of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-135,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-135,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-136,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-136,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1988, 
and $-137,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-137,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1989. 

<h> The House Committee on the Judici
ary shall report (1) changes in laws within 
its jurisdiction which provide spending au
thority as defined in section 401<c><2><C> of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, suffi
cient to reduce budget authority and out
lays, (2) changes in laws within its jurisdic
tion other than those which provide spend
ing authority as defined in section 
401<c><2><C> of the Act, sufficient to achieve 
savings in budget authority and outlays, or 
(3) any combination thereof, as follows: 
$-26,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-17,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1987, 
$-26,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-25,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1988, 
and $-25,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-25,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1989. 

(i) The House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries shall report <1) 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which 
provide spending authority as defined in 
section 40l<c><2><C> of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce 
budget authority and outlays, (2) changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 40l<c><2><C> of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-75,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-75,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-75,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-75,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1988, 
and $-75,000,000 in budget authority and 
$-75,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 1989. 

(j) The House Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service shall report < 1> changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction which provide 
spending authority as defined in section 
401<c><2><C> of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce budget au
thority and outlays, (2) changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 401<c)(2)(C) of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $0 in budget authority and 
$-1,057,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $0 in budget authority and 
$-1,711,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 

1988, and $0 in budget authority and 
$-2,906,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1989. 

<k> The House Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation shall report (1) 
changes in laws within its jurisdiction which 
provide spending authority as defined in 
section 40l<c)(2)(C) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, sufficient to reduce 
budget authority and outlays, <2> changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction other than those 
which provide spending authority as defined 
in section 401<c><2)(C) of the Act, sufficient 
to achieve savings in budget authority and 
outlays, or (3) any combination thereof, as 
follows: $-1,283,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-331,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1987, $-1,317,000,000 in budget authority 
and $-545,000,000 in outlays in fiscal year 
1988, and $-1,351,000,000 in budget author
ity and $-636,000,000 in outlays in fiscal 
year 1989. 

(}) The House Committee on Ways and 
Means shall report changes in law within 
the jurisdiction of that committee sufficient 
to reduce the budget deficit by 
$-2,579,000,000 in fiscal year 1987; to 
reduce the budget dificit by $-4,958,000,000 
in fiscal year 1988; and to reduce the budget 
deficit by $-4,018,000,000 in fiscal year 
1989. 

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL INVESTMENT REFORM 

SEc. 3. It is the sense of the Congress that 
the use of foreign aid funds for financing 
the foreign production for export use of ag
ricultural commodities already in surplus on 
world markets is a counter-productive use of 
American tax dollars as well as devastating 
to the American farmer who loses export 
markets from the unfairly subsidized com
petition. 

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE 

SEc. 4. It is the sense of the Congress that 
Federal funds for the Cooperative Exten
sion Service of the Department of Agricul
ture should be maintained at a level suffi
cient to carry out fully the vital services it is 
providing to rural America during a time of 
extreme stress. It is further assumed that 
this funding will be used especially to sup
port and strengthen such core programs as 
4-H Youth Development, Home Economics 
and Family Living, Natural Resources and 
Community Development, and services that 
provide agricultural financial analysis and 
farm management instruction. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

SEc. 5. It is the sense of the Congress that 
the policy to fill the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve to a capacity of 750 million barrels 
be reaffirmed. It is also recommended that 
the Federal Government purchase oil from 
domestic stripper suppliers to fill the Stra
tegic Petroleum Reserve. 

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING 

SEc. 6. The spending levels contained in 
section 1 of this resolution would not pre
clude funding for an extension of general 
revenue sharing under the State and Local 
Assistance Act of 1972 through the end of 

fiscal year 1989 if an authorization for such 
funding is enacted into law. 

DEBT COLLECTION 

SEc. 7. It is the sense of the Congress that, 
despite recent emphasis, there is more that 
can be done to identify and accelerate the 
collection of debts owed to the United 
States Government. It is further the sense 
of the Congress that the administration 
should redouble its efforts to make debt col
lection its highest management priority and 
to formalize government-wide procedures to 
identify and collect debts. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
shall submit to the Speaker of the House 
and to the President pro tempore of the 
Senate, for referral to the appropriate Com
mittees of jurisdiction, by September 1, 
1986, a report on the administration's debt 
collection efforts. The report shall address 
the following topics: <1) the latest estimate 
of the outstanding volume of debt owed to 
the United States Government, (2) the 
amount of debt collection that is assumed in 
the administration's fiscal year 1987 budget, 
<3> the formal procedures established within 
the Executive Branch to identify and collect 
debts, (4) additional administrative actions 
that could accelerate debt collections above 
the level already assumed, including the 
possibility of consolidated administration of 
debt management and collection, and (5) 
legislative proposals to further improve debt 
collection. 

The House and Senate Budget Commit
tees request that the appropriate Commit
tees of the House and Senate carefully 
review this report, hold hearings and formu
late in an expeditious fashion legislation to 
improve the collection of debt owed to the 
government. 

COMMITTEE REVIEW OF THE PRESIDENT'S 
PRIVATE SECTOR SURVEY ON COST CONTROL 

SEc. 8. It is the sense of the Congress 
that-

< 1) each of its standing committees should 
review and study on a continuing basis 
those portions of the President's Private 
Sector Survey on Cost Control affecting 
subjects within its jurisdiction; and 

(2) each report of any such committee on 
a bill or joint resolution of a public charac
ter should contain an identification of each 
recommendation of the President's Private 
Sector Survey on Cost Control related to 
such bill or resolution and the estimated 
dollar amount of program cost savings or 
revenue enhancement as a result of the im
plementation of each such recommendation. 

RED RIVER WATERWAY 

SEc. 9. It is the sense of the Congress that 
amounts within major functional category 
300 <Natural Resources and Environment) 
be made available to continue construction 
of the Red River Waterway, Mississippi 
River to Shreveport, Louisiana project, as 
authorized in the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1968. 
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THE MAKING OF A HOLIDAY 
AND BEYOND 

HON. NEWT GINGRICH 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, these remarks 
by Caretta Scott King, titled "The Making of a 
Holiday and Beyond," were made in Washing
ton at a reception for members of the Federal 
Holiday Commission. I strongly urge all of my 
colleagues to read Mrs. King's remarks: 

THE MAKING OF A HOLIDAY AND BEYOND 

The members of the Martin Luther King, 
Jr., Federal Holiday Commission are deeply 
honored by the presence of so many friends 
and supporters. This appreciation reception 
is a pleasant occasion which marks the pres
entation of the Commission report on the 
results of the first national holiday in honor 
of Martin Luther King, Jr., January 20, 
1986. It has now been some 18 years since 
some of you in this room joined with mem
bers of the King family, friends and sup
porters, and other organizations, to work for 
the passage of a national holiday, to honor 
Martin. The achievement of this immense 
and important endeavor against formidable 
and seemingly endless odds is one of the 
great milestones in the legacy of the Ameri
can republic. 

One of the important responsibilities of 
the Martin Luther King, Jr., Center for 
Nonviolent Social Change, Inc., as the offi
cial national and international memorial to 
Martin, has been that of coalition building. 
In the spirit of nonviolence, we have 
achieved such mutual goals as the passage 
of the legislation creating the King holiday; 
and later initiating the Federal Holiday 
Commission to assist in the first observance 
of the holiday. 

Coalitions by their very nature represent 
an alliance of distinct parties, persons, and 
interest groups. Only the unfolding legacy 
of Martin Luther King, Jr., could have 
achieved a community of 700 organizations 
that constituted the Coalition of Con
science. This movement organized by the 
King Center observed the anniversary of 
the historic 1963 march on Washington, and 
Martin's famous "I Have a Dream" speech, 
and also petitioned the Congress for passage 
of legislation, establishing a national holi
day in his honor. The coalition of Con
science represented many diverse segments 
in American society. It reflected the univer
sality of Martin's appeal to millions upon 
millions of Americans of every race, reli
gion, culture and station in life-regardless 
of partisan political attitudes. There is a 
special meaning in the achievement of the 
national holiday at this time in our Nation's 
history, though some have not yet grasped 
the message in the achievement of this goal. 

"Amnesia" frequently proclaimed the late 
Whitney Young, "is the greatest enemy of 
human progress." A great nation founded 
on ideals must continually pause to take 
stock of itself, remembering from whence it 

came and recalibrating its energy and pur
pose. Like a sturdy ship at sea on a great 
journey, a nation must also constantly 
check its compass to stay the course be
tween its point of departure and its destina
tion. 

In the American journey toward freedom, 
black America has too often been the meta
phor and not the reality; the discrepancies 
that undermined the search for truth; the 
slave who contradicted the presumptive goal 
of liberty; the immorality in the foundation 
undermining a moral blueprint. In honoring 
Martin Luther King, Jr., honor the best of 
our motives and our values. We demonstrat
ed that the American dream can grow, blos
som, and overcome. We have given life anew 
to Martin's belief that unearned suffering is 
redemptive and that truth crushed to earth 
will rise again. 

Martin Luther King, Jr., loved uncondi
tionally. He was in constant pursuit of 
truth. The nonviolent campaigns which he 
led brought about redemption, reconcilia
tion and justice. He taught us that only 
peaceful means can bring about peaceful 
ends; that our goal was to create the be
loved community. On that historic day, 
Wednesday, November 2, 1983, when Presi
dent Reagan signed the King Holiday legis
lation, I suggested that America was a more 
democratic Nation, a more just Nation, a 
more peaceful Nation because Martin 
Luther King, Jr., became her preeminent 
nonviolent commander. Janauary 20, 1986, 
was a day that evidenced the validity of that 
hypothesis-freedom did ring! Martin's 
spirit was especially alive within all of us 
that day and continues to be ever present. 

I do not believe any of us were fully pre
pared for what happened on January 20th, 
given the controversy surrounding the holi
day, the limited resources with which the 
Federal Commission had to work, and the 
limitations of time to properly prepare for 
such an occasion. Senator DoLE was right 
when he said, "The holiday seemed to have 
taken on a life of its own." 

The Congress, by establishing the Federal 
Commission, set forth a mandate and re
sponsibilty for it to assist, encourage and co
ordinate events and activities in the 50 
States and U.S. territories. Martin Luther 
King, Jr.'s works and dreams were interna
tional as well as domestic and more than 100 
countries around the world joined in the 
celebration. Some nations established an of
ficial day of their own to honor Martin. The 
diplomatic reception hosted by Mayor 
Marion Barry and Soviet Ambassador Ana
toly F. Dobrynin, Dean of the diplomatic 
corps in Washington, D.C., attracted over 
1,000 persons. The anti-Apartheid Confer
ence at the Martin Luther King, Jr., Center 
for Nonviolent Social Change and the 
events on January 20th, attracted represent
atives from more than 50 nations. 

The Commission called upon nations and 
liberation movements to make January 20th 
a day of peace, nonviolence and reconcilia
tion with all adversaries in honor of Dr. 
King an our own common humanity. This 
call was honored around the world. There 
were hostile actions in only two nations 
which have been identified to date by the 
State Departm~nt-Ethiopia and Nicaragua. 

From the Vatican, Pope Paul II supported 
our call for nonviolence, and universal peace 
with justice and sent the American people a 
very special blessing for a very special occa
sion. 

We have prepared our report on the first 
national holiday in two versions, one for 
popular reading and the other a technical, 
detailed documentary for archival and his
torical purposes. We also have available the 
external audit of the commission's finances 
provided pro-bono by the Arthur Anderson 
Co. 

We have endeavored in our reports to give 
recognition to those many businesses, labor 
unions, religious groups and other organiza
tions, institutions and individuals who gave 
funds, resources, pro-bono services, and time 
to make the holiday successful. 

I must express my profound gratitude to 
so many of my fellow citizens here and 
around the world-and I especially extend 
my gratitude to the members of this Com
mission; to members of their staff, to per
sons who chaired, co-chaired and served on 
our 18 national committees, to the Gover
nors of our 50 States and officials of our 
U.S. territories; to thousands of mayors, 
county executives, superintendents of 
schools and other educators and to all the 
Federal agencies and departments. Special 
thanks especially to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development headed by 
Secretary Samuel R. Pierce, Jr., the U.S. 
Department of State, headed by Secretary 
George Shultz, the U.S. Department of De
fense, headed by Secretary Caspar W. Wein
berger, and the U.S. Information Agency 
headed by Director Charles Z. Wick. 

I want to also express my appreciation to 
President Ronald Reagan, his chief of staff, 
Donald T. Regan, and his special assistant, 
Melvin Bradley. I want to thank Vice Presi
dent George Bush and his wife Barbara, 
who came to Atlanta on January 20th to 
participate in our ecumenical service at Ebe
nezer Baptist Church. I want to thank 
Bishop Desmond Tutu and his family who 
came from South Africa, not simply to re
ceive our Martin Luther King, Jr., Nonvio
lent Peace Prize but to receive inspiration 
and renewal in their nonviolent pursuit of 
social, economic and political justice for 
blacks and other minorities in that troubled 
land-which need our prayers. 

I want to thank also former President 
Jimmy Carter who served as our honorary 
chairperson for the national events on Jan
uary 20th and who participated in our 
Salute to Greatness Dinner in Atlanta on 
January 18. I want to offer my thanks, as 
well to the 2¥2 million Americans who 
signed the Living the Dream Pledge Card, 
thereby making a personal commitment to 
keep Martin's dream alive. 

I appreciate so many of those persons who 
worked closely and marched with Martin 
and who participated in the national events 
in Atlanta-all staff, business persons, en
tertainers, civil rights workers, labor groups, 
human rights groups, religious groups, 
sports figures, senior citizens, the handi
capped, government employees and elected 
officials, environmentalists, etc. I want to 
thank the children of Nelson and Winnie 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Mandela who joined with us in Atlanta for 
the national celebration and who brought a 
message of love and appreciation of Martin 
from their parents. I thank all of you in this 
room who participated in events in Atlanta, 
Washington, D.C., and in your own commu
nities. Finally, for the help with this appre
ciation reception, I am grateful to the 
American Security Bank, Burger King, 
Comprehensive Marketing Service Inc., 
Adolph Coors Co., Riggs National Bank, 
D.C. National Bank, and the Winn Group. 

A fitting epilogue to the holiday was the 
use of massive nonviolent protest in the 
Philippines which helped to bring about a 
peaceful change in government with rela
tively little bloodshed. 

You and I know that the holiday we cele
brated was not just for Martin Luther King, 
Jr., but for those who carried forth the free
dom struggle from the days before the May
flower came to the shores of colonial Amer
ica; for those unsung heroes and heroines of 
the civil rights movement which Martin led; 
for the masses of ordinary and yet extraor
dinary men, women and children of all 
races, religions and cultures, who suffered, 
persevered, sometimes giving their lives to 
help change the Nation for the better. 

We did not intend on January 20th to cel
ebrate an end to the struggle for justice, 
freedom and peace, any more than the cele
bration of George Washington's Birthday 
means that our new and young Nation is al
ready God's Kingdom on Earth. It was 
never our intent to allow Martin to be seen 
only as a dreamer whose dream was now ful
filled. This is why we and the Federal Com
mission insisted that the holiday celebra
tions be both commemorative as well as sub
stantive. As Rev. Dr. Joseph Lowery, presi
dent of the SCLC, and a member of the Fed
eral commission, has said: 

"We have come too far, struggled too long 
and shed too much blood". We all realize 
that there are miles to go before we sleep 
and that we still have promises yet to keep. 

Andrew Young has stated that on January 
20th, most people were a bit confused about 
what we were celebrating. Andy felt that 
few people understood that we were cele
brating much more than a man and his life 
but a triumph of people and not just a tri
umph of black people, but a triumph of 
black and white together over legalized 
racism. 

To Andy, the national holiday celebration 
focuses upon new, more powerful, creative 
and productive methods of nonviolent strug
gle, all relevant to the issues and needs we 
face today. And as Andy pointed out, many 
of us feel that Martin was so far ahead of 
his time that we still are not sure how to 
celebrate his dream, but each year we'll 
learn more about this prophet who walked 
among us. Yes, there are promises yet to 
keep. 

This is why the Federal Holiday Commis
sion, along with friends and supporters in 
the administration and the Congress, have 
endorsed legislation to extend the life of the 
Federal Holiday Commission at least until 
April 20, 1989, so that we can continue to 
build upon our achievements and profit by 
the mistakes during our initial efforts. 

Congressmen John Conyers and Jack 
Kemp have introduced H.R. 4528 to do just 
that. Similar legislation has been introduced 
in the U.S. Senate by Senators Ted Kenne
dy and Alfonso D'Amato. Normally such 
legislation would be referred to committee, 
for example, in the House to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service chaired by 
Congressman William D. Ford of Michigan 
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and to his Subcommittee on Census and 
Population chaired by our friend, Congress
man Robert Gs:cia of New York. 

Since the Federal Commission is sched
uled to expire on April 20th, we are asking 
for the cooperation of committee chairper
sons in the House and Senate, in order that 
we can bring the legislation directly to the 
floor of each Chamber as quickly as possi
ble. The legislation has strong bipartisan 
support and we thank those Members of the 
Congress who have offered to sponsor or co
sponsor the bills. 

Members of the Federal Commission and 
others now appreciate so well the dimen
sions of a struggle to secure a national holi
day. For example, there is such an apprecia
tion, I know, by some of the many who were 
involved in the legislative efforts, i.e., Con
gresswoman Katie Hall; Representatives 
Garcia, Kemp, and Conyers; as well as Sena
tors Kennedy, Baker, and Mathias. And, we 
also understand that it is yet another en
deavor to celebrate and maintain the holi
day so it will be worthy of the person it 
honors. Creating a national observance 
which, in the case of Martin, must also be 
international, involves lots of time, details, 
money, workers and coordination. 

It also involves many problems and diffi
culties. Even if the Federal Commission is 
extended, we must again seek our own fi
nances, pro-bono services, loaned personnel, 
office space, furnishings, equipment and 
other resources necessary to become fully 
operational. We will need your help and as
sistance in enlisting support from all Ameri
cans who believe in Martin's dream and 
legacy. 

On Monday evening, January 20, 1986, 
Stevland Morris (better known as Stevie 
Wonder) produced a great prime time NBC 
network tribute to Martin which was viewed 
by more than 31 million Americans. We all 
owe a great deal to Stevie Wonder for not 
only helping to make the national holiday a 
reality but for continuing Martin's work 
here in America and around the world. On 
the occasion of the NBC tribute which fea
tured some of the greatest entertainers and 
personalities of our age, Stevie Wonder ex
pressed his personal feelings about the na
tional holiday, which I would like to share 
with you: 

"I feel terribly blessed to know that the 
people of this country believe that peace 
and unity are important enough to cele
brate in the manifestation of a national hol
iday for Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.'s birth
day. I am also indebted to the Creator for 
allowing me to express my feelings and love 
for this man through the gift of song, 
'happy birthday'. It was then that I knew 
we were not alone in our desire for a cele
bration of these principles. The very process 
of achieving this national holiday has 
strengthened as well as challenged our com
mitment to peace, unity and love. Many 
people, with many colors, ideals, histories, 
hopes and aspirations came together for a 
common goal. It was our faith in this cause 
that sealed our solidarity, and it was our 
commitment to victory that allowed us to 
honor the principles of Dr. King, even when 
we were most challenged by those who were 
blind to our vision. Now that we officially 
celebrate the birth of a man who has 
changed this country, never let ~yone or 
anything steer us away from promoting 
unity, peace, and love in the name of Dr. 
King.'' 

The members of the Federal Commission 
have dedicated the observance of the first 
national holiday to the legacy for justice, 
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peace and social morality which Martin 
Luther King, Jr., left to people of goodwill 
everywhere: 

Respect for the dignity of every human 
being; an end to racial, religious, and ethnic 
prejudice; a deepened commitment to social 
and economic justice <nonviolence as the 
truest expression of love and justice); 

The invisible inner law of universal love 
which binds all men and women of the 
human family together as brothers and sis
ters; 

Love of God and his native land, America, 
and finally, the pursuit of the beloved com
munity and a world at peace with justice.
CoRETTA ScoTT KING, April 15, 1986. 

UNITED STATES NEGLECT OF 
THE PACIFIC ISLANDS 

HON. PHIUP M. CRANE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call 
your attention to a recent article, "Restless 
Region," by James P. Sterba in the March 5, 
1986, addition of the Wall Street Journal. Mr. 
Sterbas' article addresses the reasons why 
anti-American sentiment is growing in the 
South Pacific islands. 

Since the end of World War II the United 
States has paid little attention to the Pacific is
lands. The Heritage Foundation has called the 
U.S. actions "benign neglect." Once an impor
tant stronghold for the United States during 
the Second World War, the islands have been 
left unattended for most of the past 40 years. 
However, the "benign neglect" on the part of 
the United States has not gone unnoticed by 
the islanders. The generation that remembers 
the Americans as heroes is being replaced by 
a younger generation that does not remember 
the war. The younger Pacific islanders have 
had more exposure to Western life through 
higher education, travel, and tourism. Many of 
these younger islanders wonder why their 
countries do not have a higher standard of 
living and would like to see the United States 
more active with its interest in the South Pa
cific. 

As one of the poorest regions in the world, 
the Pacific islands have major problems with 
disease, unemployment, and limited natural 
resources. Malaria, tuberculosis, and meningi
tis are on the rise. Unsanitary garbage remov
al and contaminated water sources only aid in 
the spread of these diseases. Unemployment 
is a growing problem among the youth as well 
as the spread of drug abuse. The islands have 
limited natural resources and tuna fishing is 
the major source of income for the local 
economies. 

Anti-American sentiment has increased due 
to concern over U.S. tuna fishing within the 
territorial waters of the South Pacific islands. 
Since tuna is the islands' primary export and 
source of income, the United States is seen a 
threat to the local economies by fishing within 
the islands' waters. Until recently the United 
States has not been concerned with tuna fish
ing rights, however, the islands are retaliating 
by allowing Soviet fishing vessels to fish legal-
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ly within their territorial waters through lease 
arrangements. 

The Soviet Union has taken advantage of 
the United States neglect in the South Pacific 
islands. They are using anti-West, Third World 
rhetoric targeted at many of the problems in 
the islands. Major propaganda points for the 
Soviets are the United States neglect of the 
Pacific islands, high unemployment among the 
youth, the spread of disease, and the lack of 
advanced technology. The Soviets have been 
most effective influencing the younger island
ers. This trend is dangerous and we should 
not allow it to continue. 

Mr. Speaker, and fellow Members, I urge 
you to consider the effects that continued ne
glect of the South Pacific islands will have on 
our future. These islands and territorial waters 
cover 5.6 million miles of the Pacific Ocean. 
The region is important to the United States 
and we should give the Pacific islands the at
tention they deserve. 

RESTLESS REGION 

<By James P. Sterba) 
AUCKLAND, NEW ZEALAND-Think of the 

South Pacific. Paradise usually springs to 
mind. Lush, idyllic vacation spots like Tahiti 
and Fiji. Cute little countries like Tonga, 
with a king who takes up two firstclass air
line seats, and Tuvalu, which earns its way 
in the world mainly by selling colorful post
age stamps to collectors. 

There is Papua New Guinea, with its vast, 
exotic jungles. But you have to squint to 
find the others on an average size globe: 
Kiribati, Vanuatu, Western Samoa-in all, 
two dozen microstates, five million people, 
some 1,300 islands, most of them so tiny and 
far away from the world's troubles that it is 
difficult to conceive of their causing trouble 
or being troubled themselves. 

That has been Washington's view, too. 
The affection that the U.S. gained by push
ing Imperial Japan out of the region four 
decades ago seemed boundless. Diplomacy, 
what little seemed required, was often put 
in the hands of generous campaign contrib
utors who had to consult maps to discover 
exactly where they were going as ambassa
dors. With two staunch allies, Australia and 
New Zealand, looking after the region, it 
was an easy part of the world to ignore. 

A 40-YEAR POLICY 

Not any more. With U.S. policy in its 40th 
year of what a Heritage Foundation study 
calls "benign neglect," the Reagan adminis
tration has discovered that neglect has its 
price. The region is troubled economically 
and socially. It is angry over U.S. fishing 
policy and French nuclear weapons tests in 
the area. Anti-West Third World rhetoric is 
on the rise. The Soviet Union's flirtations 
are beginning to pay off. 

On Dec. 29, the New Zealand Times 
summed up the trends in an article that 
began: "This may be remembered as the 
year the Pacific Ocean ceased to be an 
American lake." 

That is overstating it, Western diplomats 
say. But U.S. military strategists, for one, 
are disturbed by what they see. While the 
end of the presidential crisis in the Philip
pines would seem to improve the odds of 
America's holding on to its bases there, that 
can't be considered certain, and when these 
strategists look for backup positions in the 
Pacific, the view is no longer so pleasant. To 
have to worry about-let alone contest for 
influence in-a huge watery patch of the 
globe that has been uncontested since 
World War II isn't appealing. 
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FLIRTING BACK 

Most regional leaders don't savor the 
propsects of superpower competition, either, 
although they have discovered that the best 
way to get the Reagan administration's at
tention is to flirt back at Communists. They 
are doing so because today theirs is a region 
of resentment. U.S. tunaboats and U.S. sup
port of French nuclear-weapons testing on 
the Polynesian atoll of Muroroa have fertil
ized budding anti-Americanism and used up 
much residual good will. 

Meanwhile, the Anzus alliance, a mutual
security pact between Australia, New Zea
land and the U.S., is under strain, perhaps 
unraveling. And Australia and New Zealand, 
especially the latter, are under growing 
pressure-from anti-nuclear groups, leftist 
trade unions, environmentalists and peace 
groups-to abrogate the treaty, kick out 
U.S. military facilities, dismantle joint intel
ligence gathering and communications sites, 
and even join the nonaligned movement. 

These groups have helped organize island
ers into anti-U.S. groups as well. Through 
some leftist New Zealand trade unions, 
Moscow dispensers money and support. 

U.S.-NEW ZEALAND RIFT 

Prime Minister David Lange of New Zea
land carried out a popular 1984 campaign 
pledge of banning U.S. warships' port visits 
unless the U.S. certifies that the ships are 
nuclear-free-which it won't. Fearing that 
the New Zealand action might be copied 
elsewhere, the U.S. retaliated with strong 
denunciations and suspended all military co
operation with New Zealand. The U.S. also 
cut New Zealand out of a secret and elite in
telligence-sharing network that includes the 
United Kingdom, Canada and Australia and 
involves swapping secrets that the U.S. 
won't share, for example, with NATO. 

The U.S.-New Zealand actions strained re
lations and rendered largely inoperative the 
35-year-old Anzus alliance, which most 
island leaders viewed as a regional security 
blanket. The U.S. retaliation made it diffi
cult for New Zealand to carry out what had 
been its primary intelligence-gathering mis
sion in the five-power network: keeping a 
military and political eye on the South Pa
cific. 

The region's nuclear allergy was aggravat
ed when French agents bombed a Green
peace environmental protest ship, the Rain
bow Warrior, in Auckland harbor, killing a 
photographer. The ship had been on route 
to Muroton to protest French testing, which 
has gone on underground since 1975 and . 
was carried out in the atmosphere before 
that. 

Eight nations of the 13 member South Pa
cific Forum, including Australia and New 
Zealand, meanwhile agreed to a treaty cre
ating a South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, 
Australia declined to cooperate with the 
U.S. in MX missile testing. 

Of far more immediate concern, however, 
was Moscow's success, for the first time, in 
getting an economic-cooperation agreement 
with one of the microstates. The Republic 
of Kiribati, frustrated by U.S. fishing 
abuses, last summer opened its 1.4 million 
square miles of Central Pacific waters to a 
Soviet fishing fleet. 

And last fall, Soviet cruise liners, banned 
from plying the region in retaliation for the 
Afghanistan invasion six years ago, were in
vited back to help a sagging tourist trade. 
<On Feb. 16, one of them struck a reef and 
sank in New Zealand's Cook Strait.) 

At least six financially strapped nations in 
the region-Fiji, Kiribati, the Solomon Is
lands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu and Western 
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Samoa-received fresh offers of Soviet aid 
and economic cooperation last year. Such 
offers have been spumed in the past. Now, 
some leaders suggest that they will wait and 
see how the Kiribati fishing arrangement 
works out before turning Moscow down. The 
accord nets Kiribati $1.7 million, about 10% 
of its national budget. Other aid-dependent 
islanders could use that kind of money, too. 

In the meantime, Vanuatu, already best 
friends with Cuba, has agreed to receive Vi
etnamese foreign aid in the form of a medi
cal-aid team sent by Hanoi. And in New Cal
edonia, pro-independence forces acknowl
edge that one faction in their coalition sent 
a team to Libya for training in the fall of 
1984. They say they haven't ruled out an
other visit. 

Even Western successes have their qualifi
cations. While the voters of Palau, for ex
ample, have just overwhelmingly approved a 
new political relationship with Washington 
that gives military concessions to the U.S., 
the arrangement also bars the use, testing 
or storing of nuclear weapons there. 

While the Soviets increase their friendly 
overtures in the region-for example, by 
passing out free airline tickets to visit 
Russia and offering scholarships to study 
there-anti-American feelings are growing 
and regional diplomats blame the Reagan 
administration. 

Mr. Reagan's first-term rejection of the 
1982 Law of the Sea Treaty was viewed by 
islanders as an official endorsement for U.S. 
fishing vessels to steal their most valuable 
economic resource: tuna. Under a 1976 U.S. 
law, tuna are exempt from claims of a 200-
mile economic-zone because they are a 
"highly migratory species." So U.S. tuna 
fishermen freely take catches in violation of 
the laws of the island nations involved. The 
Reagan administration also angers islanders 
by backing French colonial claims to French 
Polynesia and New Caledonia. 

"The United States must stop stomping 
around the South Pacific like a headless 
hippopotamus, following damaging policies 
dictated by North Atlantic interests." says 
an editorial in Pacific Islands Monthly, an 
Australian-based magazine that reflects re
gional thinking. 

MILITARY CONCERNED 

All this hardly makes for the next super
power flashpoint. But a succession of U.S. 
Pacific military commanders, including 
Adm. William J. Crowe, who is currently the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have 
expressed concern and quietly lobbied the 
Reagan administration to clean up its act in 
the region. That process began last summer, 
after the Anzus crisis and the Kiribati
Soviet fishing agreement, when Secretary of 
State George Shultz toured the region. 

A December 1984 study for the State De
partment's Office of Long Range Assess
ments and Research notes that "the bull is 
not yet amongst the china" but that the sit
uation could quickly change. Good will 
toward the U.S. is large, the study said, but 
"the real question is how long can the reser
voir be tapped without replenishment?" Dis
cussing Soviet offers to trade aid for fishing 
rights, the study went on: 

"The current U.S. fishing difficulties in 
the region do make the Soviet fisheries 
offers appear more attractive than perhaps 
they would otherwise. Secondly, the finan
cial problems of the smaller atoll countries 
are perceived to be such that cash income 
even from the Soviet Union would be diffi
cult to refuse." 
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Contrary to the travel brochures, most of 

the microstates are economically troubled. 
They have growing populations, rising num
bers of restless unemployed youths, and 
spreading problems with urbanization, 
crime, suicide, and alcoholism and drug 
abuse. 

As a group, the microstates receive more 
foreign aid per capita than any other place 
in the world, although the amount is rela
tively small because total populations are 
tiny. But living space is tiny too, and un
heathful. 

Randy Thaman, who heads the University 
of the South Pacific's school of social and 
economic development, says the South Pa
cific is one of the world's most unhealthful 
places to live. Other parts of the world may 
be slowly winning battles against diseases. 
Not this region. Malaria, hepatitis, meningi
tis, intestinal diseases, tuberculosis, anemia, 
syphilis and gonorrhea are growing health 
problems. There are no sewers, sanitary gar
bage removal or clean-water sources for 
most islanders. Thus, diarrhea has become a 
major killer. 

Enormous political, social and economic 
changes were under way in the region long 
before the Soviet bear began dangling his 
toe in these tropical waters. At World War 
II's end, six Western colonial powers admin
istered island dependencies. Today, most are 
independent nations or moving toward sov
ereignty. 

By the late 1970s, most had staked claim 
to waters and resources within 200 miles of 
their shores in accordance with Law of the 
Sea deliberations, as did the U.S. and other 
maritime nations. Instead of a Pacific 
dotted by island pinpricks, says F. Rawdon 
Dalrymple, the Australian ambassador to 
the U.S. "you suddenly had a map where 
huge areas of the earth's surface were 
marked off [with claims ofl political entities 
most of which were virtually unknown to 
the outside world." 

FIVE MILLION SQUARE MILES 

They claim, in fact, about 5.6 million 
square miles of sovereign territory-an area 
almost twice the size of the continental 
U.S., and there is precious little free ocean 
left. Most of these tiny nations have few 
land resources to exploit beyond coconuts; 
the 200-mile economic zones gave regional 
leaders the hope that for the first time, eco
nomic self-sufficiency might be possible. 

But fisheries development is only begin
ning. In the meantime, says the Heritage 
Foundation study: 

"The World War II generation of island 
leaders is being succeeded by a younger gen
eration, whose concern with economic devel
opment and anger over perceived U.S. insen
sitivity make them susceptible to Soviet 
offers of economic assistance as well as to 
pleas by Third World radicals to join the 
Third World bloc in its anti-West, anti-U.S. 
and anti-free-market policies." 

Despite these trends, the Soviets haven't 
made much headway until now, largely be
cause of painstaking diplomacy by Australia 
and New Zealand. "Dealing with these 
micro-and mini-states requires a very deli
cate touch-a feel for the cultures involved, 
close personal contacts and a fine sense of 
how much is enough," Owen Harries, a 
former Australian diplomat, wrote in the 
American magazine Commentary. 

He added that it was "doubtful whether 
the U.S. could do it anything like or as well 
as its allies." 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 

HON. BERNARD LIEBERMAN 
AND HON. SAUL ZAENTZ, 1986 
CITIZENS OF THE YEAR, PAS
SAIC CHAPTER OF UNICO NA
TIONAL 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, May 16, 

the people of the city of Passaic, my congres
sional district and State of New Jersey will join 
together in testimony to two distinguished 
gentlemen and good friends from the Second 
Ward of the city of Passaic-the Honorable 
Bernard Lieberman and the Honorable Saul 
Zaentz-whose standards of excellence 
throughout their lifetime have earned them the 
highly coveted Citizen of the Year Award of 
the Passaic Chapter of Unico National, one of 
our most prestigious Italian-American organi
zations. 

Mr. Speaker. Bernard Lieberman and Saul 
Zaentz rose to national and international ac
claim as partners in the filmmaking business 
with modesty in their accomplishments but a 
deep sense of belonging and caring for their 
boyhood friends. They were raised as young
sters in the area of Monroe and Myrtle Ave
nues, an intimate segment of the Second 
Ward of the city of Passaic. 

The partnership of Zaentz and Lieberman 
will long be remembered for their film produc
tion, "Amadeus," winner of 1984's Academy 
Award for Best Picture. Earlier in 1975 they 
successfully produced "One Flew Over the 
Cuckoo's Nest" which achieved national and 
international fame as the first picture in 42 
years to win five major categories of the 
Academy Awards. 

The second ward, on the election map, rep
resents a large geographical section of the 
city of Passaic but to our honorees and their 
boyhood friends, and second ward is a special 
area of the city surrounding Monroe and 
Myrtle Avenues. It was home to a large Ital
ian-Jewish population and second ward park 
was the scene for many sports activities over 
the years. The friendships made in those early 
years endured through the country's worst de
pression and several wars, as a deep-rooted 
bond of brotherhood. The exciting moment for 
old friends in Passaic, when Saul Zaentz ac
cepted the Academy Awards, was his simple 
but sincere acceptance "for the boys on the 
corner of Myrtle and Monroe," which of 
course was heard over worldwide television. 

To commemorate the Passaic Unico's testi
monial to Saul Zaentz and Bernard Lieber
man, with your permission, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to insert at this point in our historic 
journal of Congress a list of the boyhood 
friends of these renowned movie producers 
who would gather at the corner of Myrtle and 
Monroe, as follows: 

WHAT THEIR MOTHERS CALLED THEM 
Saul Zaentz <Porky). 
Bernard Lieberman <Beans). 
Sam Salmieri <Gas Tank Sam>. 
Charles Buono <Good Time Charlie). 
Fred Resnick <High Pockets). 
Victor Morin <Moose). 

Frank Ezzo <Pratty). 
Robert Topchik <Tippy). 
Sal Faranna <Fat). 
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Dominick Guinta <D.D. Morgan). 
Dominick Abroscat <Joe Yank). 
Peter Agnello <Scorny Pete). 
Dominick Manto <Rico). 
Sal Riotto <Teen>. 
Dave Mancuso <Slip). 
John Castiglia <Yonk). 
Mendy Gross <Baron). 
Kal Lutsky <Tito). 
John Pianezza (Lazy Dan). 
Ernie Pianezza <Nunie). 
Arthur Ross <Werber). 
Max Krause <Dapper). 
Sam Zaentz <Winch). 
Max Meltzer <Kombine). 
Nick Notar <The Nose). 
Sam Baum <Swifty). 
Joe Parisi <Joe Baloney). 
Joe Romano <Murphy). 
Tony Riff <Big Moo). 
Jim Musciotto <Pierre). 
Jim Tosh <The Dean). 
Charles Scelfo <Biff). 
Lenny Cohen <Bones). 
Charles Kaune <Sonny). 
Les Kaune <Easy Ed). 
AI Riotto <Scarce). 
Mendy Orhwaschel <McDuff). 
Frank Paul <Red). 
Lou Capuana <Cappy). 
Wally Smegelsk.i <Shaw). 
Mike Riotto <Mulligan). 
A. Ward Brill <Buggy). 
Jim Vellis <Big Greek>. 
Ben Selzer <Duh>. 
Morris Selzer <Mushie). 
Joe Natoli <Pittsburg Joe). 
Joe Manto <Joe Bloom>. 
James Piccolo <Bibby). 
Sam Van Hook <Hooky). 
Albert Abramowitz <Babe). 
Pete Castiglia <Pete Cast). 
Dom Castiglia <Mimmie). 
Jim Castiglia (Jim). 
Mike Casale <Mike). 
Eugene Di Virglio <Little Butch>. 
A. Rossetto <Aldo Algie). 
Mooney Levine <Mooney). 
Gil Van Handle <Gil). 
Red Schwartz <Red). 
Paul Bianco <Bingo). 
Angelo Lipari <Butch>. 
Sam Simon <Chink). 
Joe Paletti <Trigger Joe). 
Augie Lio <Boston>. 
Sal Russo <Legs). 
Mauro Agnello <Humberto>. 
Sam Agnello <Chauncey). 
Louis Cirignano <Stacy). 
Frank Abroscat (Futter). 
Sy Tamler <No Noise). 
Bill Miller <Ole Man Mose). 
Bill Tedesco (Bobo). 
Ray Tedesco <Rainbow>. 
Charlie Morin <Little Moose). 
Russ Riotto <Young Teen). 
Sam Patti <Johnny Broaca). 
AI Sarashevitz <Gargy). 
Joe Bubino <Joe Bass>. 
Dave Stein <Shlumsie). 
Maurice Agnello <Aggie). 
Robert Rodger <Scooty). 
Joe Rodger <Little Scooty). 
Angelo Lipari <Pluggy). 
Rocco Corona <Rocky). 
Iggy Tamburo <Rollie). 
Saul Smith <Chickie). 
Jim Miller <Scotty). 
Nick Cartaino <Nick the Barber>. 
Bill Hawthorne <Manny}. 
Ray Roach <Moe>. 
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Lou Corizzi <Jack). 
Pete Bongiorno <Bongie). 
Peter Abate <Peter Rabbit). 
Jake Casale <Jocket Jake and Alky). 
Maxie Barbour <Ootoo>. 
Max Lieberman <The Judge). 
Dominick Pieri <Bucky). 
Benny Quintieri <Benny Q.>. 
Herman Osofsky <Hymie). 
Joey LaBell <Corky). 
Hy Rosner <Flash). 
Steve Messineo <Doc Mason>. 
Rosario Giaconia <Kid Rosie>. 
Russ Miller <Russ>. 
Sam Casale <Sam>. 
Angelo Casale <Angelo>. 
Joe Casale <Joe). 
Chicke Warshawsky, Bud Feier, Sy 

Tamler, Harold Sacks, Saul Simbol, Jules 
Sperber, Leon Schneiderman, and Red 
Cohen <The No Noise Gang). 

Mr. Speaker, Bernard Lieberman's family 
settled in Passaic when he was an infant and 
he spent his childhood in the second ward
Myrtle, Monroe, Madison and Oak-before 
moving to Brook Avenue. The family success
fully operated a handkerchief embroidery busi
ness for many years and were acknowledged 
as leaders in the industry. He attended No. 11 
School and was graduated from Passaic High 
School. In his high school years, active in 
sports, he achieved all-county and all-State 
honors in basketball. His record brought him 
recognition from Passaic Time Out Club when 
he was elected to its hall of fame. He still 
maintains an active role in the organization, 
particularly on the scholarship committee. 

He attended St. Benedict's Prep where he 
excelled in basketball and won the all-city, all
county and all-State titles and went on to take 
honors as "No. 1 prep school player in the 
State." He returned to college after serving 3 
years in the U.S. Army during World War II 
where he served our country and our people 
with distinction on active duty in Europe with 
the 116th Gun Battalion. 

Saul Zaentz was born in Passaic, graduated 
from No. 11 School and attended Passaic 
High School. His family, long-time residents of 
the city, was in the furniture business. Active 
in sports, he played softball and baseball in 
the school system and intercity competition. 
He joined the Passaic Pirates Football T earn 
and was also manager of the Passaic Kom
bines, a semipro basketball squad. He was 
also considered "briscol" -an Italian card 
game-champ with his card partner, Lou Cor
rizzi. 

Saul served our country and our people with 
distinction on active duty with the Army Trans
port Service in the European and Pacific thea
tres during World War II. As a young adult, he 
left the second ward and moved to Missouri 
to become a record distributor. Heading west
ward again, in 1953 he joined Fantasy 
Records, then a small company with only two 
artists. By 1967, with the company flounder
ing, Saul called back East and invited his long 
standing friend, Bernard Lieberman, to join 
him as an investor and vice president of Fan
tasy Records. A year later the company hit 
the jackpot with a series of gold albums by 
the Credence Clearwater Revival that sold 
second in the world only to those of the Sea
ties. 

That success made them try their hand at 
producing films and "Fritz the Cat" was their 
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first moneymaker. "One Flew Over the Cuck
oo's Nest," one of the biggest moneymakers 
in film history with more than $100 million in 
rentals to date, brought them international 
fame. In 1985, "Amadeus," their second 
smash hit, made the headlines again as an 
Academy Award winner for the second ward
ers. 

While Saul Zaentz continues to operate 
from the west coast, Bernard Lieberman, now 
living in Clifton, NJ, conducts business oper
ations on the east coast. Their studio is cur
rently in production in Central America with 
the film, "Mosquito Coast," starring Harrison 
Ford. 

Mr. Speaker, Unico-ltalian for "unique"-is 
a charitable and social organization comprised 
of citizens of Italian heritage. The Passaic 
chapter has 60 members and is a prominent 
affiliate of Unico National. Beneficiaries of its 
charitable and benevolent activities include 
the local boys club, the Salvation Army, the 
United Way and the YMCA. May I commend 
to you the current officers of Passaic Unico, 
as follows: 

The Honorable Charles Scavuzzo, first 
president; Anthony Catanzaro, first vice presi
dent; Larry Fornarucci, second vice president; 
Michael N. Corradino, Secretary-Treasurer; 
and Stephen Morici, sergeant-at-arms. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed appropriate that 
we reflect on the deeds and achievements of 
our people who have contributed to the quality 
of life and way of life here in America. As we 
gather together on Friday, May 16, in tribute 
to the outstanding contributions that the part
nership of Saul and Bernard has made in their 
productive endeavors for the entertainment, 
recreational, and cultural enrichment of our 
people, we do indeed salute the 1986 Citizens 
of the Year of the Passaic Chapter of Unico 
National-the Honorable Saul Zaentz and the 
Honorable Bernard Lieberman-affectionately 
remembered by all New Jerseyans as "two of 
the boys from Myrtle and Monroe Avenues of 
the city of Passaic, NJ. 

THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF 
BROOKLYN'S BLACK WOMEN 

HON.EDOLPHUSTOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, recently, the 

Center for Art and Culture of Bedford-Stuyve
sant hosted an· exhibit entitled "Black Women 
of Brooklyn." The exhibit not only focused on 
the lives of important black women in Brook
lyn's history over the last 200 years but it 
highlighted their accomplishments to the black 
community. The March 6 issue of the Phoenix 
carried a news article on the exhibit. I have in
cluded it below for review by my colleagues. 

"THE RoAD FRoM SLAVERY TO SURGERY" 
<By Aminisha WeusD 

February and March are months of atone
ment. Designated as Black History and 
Women's History months respectively, ac
knowledgements are made during these 
months of the contributions made to Ameri
can society by these two groups-contribu
tions that were repressed and suppressed for 
a great number of years. 
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It is a time when those who know of the 

unsung achievements pull from their ar
chives and place on display the gold that 
anonymously laid the foundation of Ameri
ca's society today. 

The exhibit, "Black Women of Brooklyn," 
is such gold and it is on display for a cele
bration of the two months at the Center for 
Art and Culture of Bedford Stuyvesant. Or
ganized by the Brooklyn Historical Society 
and the Society for the Preservation of 
Weeksville and curated by Floris Cash, the 
exhibit opened at the Brooklyn Historical 
Society last October and as planned, arrived 
in Bedford Stuyvesant in February for 
Black History Month. 

The women depicted in the historical por
tion of the exhibit were physicians, lawyers, 
educators, religious leaders and abolitionists 
at a time in history when slavery had just 
ended. In this setting their achievements 
are nothing short of phenomenal. 

It is no less impressive that these women 
have also inspired members of their families 
and people who knew them personally and 
this inspiration seems to ensure the con
tinuation of the work necessary to improve 
the quality of life in the black community. 

In an attempt to explore the source of 
this inspiration and share it with others, 
Melvin McCray has completed a 20 minute 
segment of a video tape about the life of his 
mother-in-law, Dolly Robinson. Jan 
McCray, co-producer, says the video is based 
on a two hour interview with her mother in 
their back yard at 3 Agate Court a few years 
ago. Obviously proud of this project, she 
said it would eventually be one hour long. 
Among the people interviewed are Donna 
Shalala, president of Hunter College; Dr. 
Gardner Taylor, Concord Baptist Church; 
Esther Peterson, Director of the Women's 
Bureau during the Kennedy Administra
tion. 

UP THROUGH THE RANKS 

Dolly Robinson started as a laundry 
worker and worked her way through the 
ranks to become assistant to the New York 
State Secretary of Labor and she served as 
Assistant Director of the Women's Bureau 
during the Kennedy Administration. 

"When she had a job, it was as if we had a 
job," said Jan. "She always talked about her 
work with me. It made me feel I really had 
something to say about what she did." Jan 
says her mother took her everywhere, con
tact. "She was a nice person as well as pow
erful." 

William S. McKinney, who turned 86 in 
February, is the grandson of one of the 
women, Dr. Susan McKinney Steward. She 
was the first Black female doctor in New 
York State and the third in the nation. 
McKinney says he was 18 when his grand
mother died and he remembers her as being 
a lovely, successful woman and "a real 
grandmother." 

A SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 

McKinney taught at Thomas Edison and 
East New York Vocational High Schools for 
33 years. He boasts that his grandmother's 
oldest sister was a principal in an elementa
ry school. Adding that people never believed 
him, he says an article in the Feb. 18, 1901, 
issue of the New York Times documents 
this fact. 

Regardless of the primary occupations of 
the women on exhibit, their activities dem
onstrate a commitment to improving the lot 
of others. It is not surprising that many of 
their descendants are found in the class
rooms and in other positions of direct in
fluence on numbers of Black lives. 
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Alan Garcia is a retired school teacher. 

His grandmother, Mary Susan Bailey Ed
wards, was the first registered nurse in 
Brooklyn and the first matron at the Brook
lyn Home for Colored Aged. "Granny was a 
great influence on my life," says Garcia. 
"She taught me to be color blind. She used 
to say 'when people get pain-they get pain 
in the same way." 

Among the contemporary women are a 
mother and daughter, both educators. Au
gusta Robinson Duckett was one of the first 
Black teachers in Brooklyn, according to 
Ruth Duckett Gibbs, her daughter. Augusta 
taught for 35 years at P.S. 83, the Weeks
ville School and Ruth, also known as Imani, 
retired in 1975 after teaching for 33 years. 
She recently returned to substitute teaching 
three days per week. "I wanted to catch up 
with the children of the 80s." 

NEW LYRICS WITH FACTS 

Imani Gibbs is well known around the 
Black Independent Schools in Brooklyn 
where she teaches students Black History 
by substituting lyrics relating historical 
facts in popular songs that are well known. 

Another descendant is Judge Franklin 
Morton, Jr., the grandson of Dr. Verina 
Morton Jones. Dr. Jones was the primary 
organizer and supervisor of the Lincoln Set
tlement House providing a number of com
munity services. 

Judge Morton, born on the top floor of 
Lincoln Settlement, has been a judge for 28 
years. Prior to serving as Justice of the Su
preme Court, State of New York, he served 
in the Civil Court, City of New York and in 
Municipal Court. 

Attributing his community service record 
to his grandmother's influence, Judge 
Morton sits on the Board of Trustees at St. 
John's University and is affiliated with the 
Society For Prevention of Cruelty to Chil
dren and the Psychiatric Centers of Brook
lyn. 

The influence of these women extends 
beyond their immediate families. Rosetta 
Gaston, a pioneer in the field of Black His
tory, worked with Carter G. Woodson and 
founded the Brownsville Chapter of the As
sociation for the Study of Negro Life and 
History. She is known as Mother Gaston 
and a seniors center and street bear her 
name. 

COMMISSIONED A SCULPTOR 

Continuing the accolades for Mother 
Gaston, a committee chaired by Benjamin 
A. Brown commissioned a sculptor, Bo 
Walker, to create a bronze and marble 
statue of Rosetta Gaston. When the statue 
is unveiled, the committee will reorganize 
itself, according to Brown, and become the 
Rosetta Gaston Youth Scholarship Fund 
Committee and will give scholarships to un
derprivileged but deserving Afro-American 
youth of Brownsville and East New York. 

"I met Rosetta Gaston in the 40s when 
she was teaching Black History at the 
Harlem YWCA," says Brown who is the Di
rector of Community Relations at Brook
dale Hospital. "She was a little woman but 
had a big voice like Sojourner Truth." 

There are approximately 50 women still 
living among the Contemporary Group. 
They form a few loosely knit circles with 
women knowing each other, belonging to 
the same organizations, or serving on the 
same boards. Contacting one woman can in
stantly put you in touch with many. 

Lucille Rose, Shirley Chisholm, and Elsie 
Richardson toured Bedford Stuyvesant with 
Senator Robert Kennedy in 1966, a tour 
which led to the building of Bedford Stuy
vesant Restoration Corporation. 
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A STRING OF FIRSTS 

Having a string of firsts throughout her 
career Lucille Rose made history as the first 
woman and first Black to become Deputy 
Mayor of New York City. Shirley Chisholm 
was the first Black Woman elected to the 
U.S. House of Representatives and Elsie 
Richardson has served on the boards of 
Central Brooklyn Coordinating Council, the 
Weeksville Society and assisted Hattie 
Carthan in saving the famous namesake 
tree of the Magnolia Tree Earth Center. 

Many community residents, feeling a 
great sense of pride, have already come to 
this exhibit at the Skylight Gallery to pay 
homage. Malcolm Martin, retired lawyer, is 
such a resident. Shirley Chisholm was his 
client; he knew Lena Horne; his daughter 
Janet attended Dorothy Bostic's private 
school, Junior Academy; and Lucille 
Thomas, librarian specialist, lives on his 
block. Few have as many ties to the woman 
as Martin, but there are ties and pride. 

Ted Gunn, director of the Center for Art 
and Culture, says he is thrilled at having 
the exhibit here. "The story of the Black 
woman's strength needs to be told," says 
Gunn. "I have known for a long time that I 
don't want to be anywhere on this earth 
without them." 

Joan Maynard, executive director of Soci
ety for the Preservation of Weeksville and 
Bedford Stuyvesant History, explains the 
exhibit was done with limited time and re
sources. "I hope some student will take it on 
as a project and perhaps write a book," says 
Maynard. "This is not an ending, it's just a 
beginning." 

And the curator, Floris Cash, says in the 
exhibit's brochure, "Black Women of Brook
lyn" is an effort to record the contribution 
of the borough's Black women, not because 
of who they were, but because of what they 
did for their people." 

TRADE RELATIONS WITH 
MEXICO 

HON. JIM BATES 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call 

to the attention of my colleagues two state
ments which I recently received from the 
Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
and the San Ysidro International Chamber of 
Commerce. 

These organizations have provided their 
statements to complement remarks that I 
made before the House on United States
Mexico relations last week. I believe that they 
are insightful comments on our relationship 
with this very important nation. 

I commend to my colleagues the remarks of 
Alberto Garcia of the San Ysidro International 
Chamber of Commerce. 

The lack of communication between the 
border communities has created tension be
tween the United States and Mexico. Better 
relations may start by the formation of an 
advisory committee comprised of local rep
resentatives from government agencies, law 
enforcement, and citizen's groups from both 
sides of the border. 

I also commend the following statement of 
the Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce 
to my colleagues' attention. 

The statement follows: 
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EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENT OF THE GREATER 

SAN DIEGO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE BEFORE 
THE UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
COMMISSION 

The San Diego-Tijuana border area has 
developed an economic inter-dependence 
over the years that is nourished by the free 
flow of goods, services and people across our 
common frontier. The health of that eco
nomic relationship is directly affected by 
the status of trade relations between the 
United States and Mexico and by the rise 
and decline of the Mexican economy. 

There are approximately three and a half 
million people living in this border region. 
Each day, more than one hundred thousand 
individuals cross the border to work, to 
attend school, to seek medical care, to visit 
families, to purchase consumer goods, to 
visit tourist attractions, and to buy and sell 
products. 

Many Tijuana retail establishments, res
taurants and manufacturers obtain their 
daily needs from San Diego and Southern 
California suppliers. Over two hundred fac
tories assemble, process and manufacture 
products using American materials and com
ponents through the twin plant or maquila
dora industries owned largely by American 
companies. This activity generates a 
demand for many kinds of services such as 
transportation, customhouse brokers, ac
countants, legal experts, storage and distri
bution. 

A total of approximately $3.5 billion in im
ports and exports now flows through the 
San Diego customs district between the U.S. 
and Mexico, representing roughly ten per
cent of this country's total trade with our 
neighbor. Much of this trade represents 
goods involved in maquiladora operations 
and agricultural products. 

On a consumer level, our daily commercial 
ties remain important, although there is 
clear evidence that Mexico's economic trou
bles and the problems for the Mexican con
sumer created by peso devaluation are 
taking their toll. In a study published last 
year, the Chamber's Economic Research 
Bureau revealed that the dollar value of 
retail sales to Mexican nationals at San 
Diego county regional shopping centers had 
fallen by 50 percent between 1981 and 1984. 
As a percentage of total retail sales, they 
had declined from nearly ten percent of 
sales to roughly 4.5 percent. The most 
severe impact of this decline was felt by 
small businesses located close to the border 
who depended on daily purchases from 
Mexican nationals to support their grocery 
markets, clothing stores and service estab
lishments. Many of them were forced to 
close. Larger retail establishments in the 
South Bay area had to redirect their mar
keting and merchandising efforts to reduce 
their reliance on sales to Mexican customers 
and refocus on the San Diego market. 

Perhaps the best evidence of the effect of 
the peso's decline has been the drop in 
annual border crossings. The frontier be
tween San Diego and Tijuana is still the 
world's busiest, with more than 38 million 
crossings last year. Although this figure is 
an increase over the two preceding years, it 
remains lower than the all-time high of 
1981 which exceeded 41 million crossings. 
Fewer crossings mean fewer sales to Mexi
can businesses and to Mexican consumers. 

The full impact of Mexico's problems on 
the San Diego economy has been lessened 
by two key factors. One is the general eco
nomic improvement enjoyed throughout the 
United States since 1982. In San Diego, the 
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boom continues, and we are experiencing 
unemployment figures of less than five per
cent. The other factor is the increase in new 
twin plant activity attracted by Mexico's 
low labor rates. 

All of these activities contribute greatly to 
the economic health of both sides of the 
border. To work successfully, they require 
unrestricted access to the crossing points at 
the international border. In recent weeks, 
there have on numerous occasions been re
ductions in the number of northbound gates 
open at peak traffic hours with the disas
trous consequences of two-hour waits for 
workers, students, sellers and buyers, deliv
ery trucks, and common carriers. Productivi
ty has been affected on both sides of the 
border. Tourism has been discouraged. In 
many instances, costs of production have 
gone up and contractual obligations could 
not be met. 

The Greater San Diego Chamber of Com
merce has met with representatives of the 
Chambers and business organizations of Ti
juana and with San Diego's Economic De
velopment Corporation and the Convention 
and Visitors Bureau in order to clarify our 
common concerns which we will be commu
nicating to our elected representatives in 
Washington. 

We bring this issue to your attention be
cause there is no purpose in talking about 
ways to improve trade and commerce be
tween Mexico and the United States if our 
governmental agencies do not understand 
the complex economic relationships shared 
in this border region and are not willing to 
take the necessary steps to keep the con
duits of trade and commercial exchange 
open and accessible to all who must rely on 
them. That understanding is a first impor
tant step to looking at ways to promote 
trade and development along the border. 

Our daily experience in San Diego keeps 
us keenly aware of the two-sided nature of 
our relationship with Tijuana. Perhaps if 
Washington and Mexico City were side by 
side, our problems would quickly be solved. 

PATENT RESTORATION IS NO 
MONOPOLY 

HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR. 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, on March 13, 1986, 

the New York Times published an editorial en
titled "Control Pests and Monopoly, Too." 
That editorial mistakenly characterized our 
patent system as a grant of monopoly power. 

The patent system in our country has its ori
gins in a constitutional provision. It is based 
upon a fundamental belief that innovation and 
imagination in the marketplace should be re
warded. The granting of a patent right-which 
is a time-specific, limited right to exclusively 
market one's own discovery-is not anticom
petitive in nature. It is simply economically in
correct to portray the protection of intellectual 
property such as patents as inconsistent with 
marketplace competition. Rather, patent rights 
and antitrust law serve complementary func
tions in our Nation's economic system. The 
fact is that the market protection and reward
ing of intellectual property promotes competi
tion. By providing incentives for the develop
ment of new products and technologies, Con-
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gress is encouraging additional marketplace 
choices for consumers at lower prices. 

The Times editorial prompted Mr. John 0. 
Tramontine, the president of the New York 
Patent, Trademark and Copyright Law Asso
ciation to send a reply. Since the reply from 
Mr. Tramontine has not been published, I am 
inserting its text in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for consideration by my colleagues at 
this time, so that the rationale for patent res
toration can be more fully understood. 

The material follows: 
THE NEW YoRK PATENT, TRADE

MARK AND COPYRIGHT LAW Asso
CIATION, INC., 

Mr. MAx FRANKEL, 
Editorial Page Editor, 

March 25, 1986. 

The New York Times, New York, NY. 
DEAR SIR: I am enclosing a reply on behalf 

of our Association to your lead editorial of 
March 13, 1986 entitled "Control Pests and 
Monopoly, Too." We would appreciate pub
lication of our reply in your Op-Ed Section. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN 0. TRAMONTINE, 

President. 

PATENTS ARE NOT MONOPOLIES 
Your lead editorial of March 13th opposes 

pending legislation for restoration of the 
portion of the 17-year life of an agricultural 
chemical patent that has been negated by 
other Federal regulatory agencies. In oppos
ing that legislation, you assert that Con
gress is "handing out monopolies" which 
will "raise prices for farmers and consum
ers." You even invoke the name of tyrants 
such as King George III and Ferdinand 
Marcos. 

In equating a patent to a monopoly, you 
seriously misinform the public as to the 
nature of a patent. The odious monopolies 
handed out by tyrants past and present 
were exclusive rights to products or services 
previously known to and available to the 
public. Such monopolies removed the prod
uct or service from the competitive market
place and inevitably led to higher prices 
charged by the monopolist. 

But a patent takes nothing from the 
public. On the contrary, it gives the public 
something that it did not have before. Nor 
does it raise prices of products or service, be
cause the product or service did not exist 
before. To obtain a patent, the inventor 
must establish to the satisfaction of the 
Federal government that his or her inven
tion is new <not previously known to the 
public), useful and not obvious to those 
skilled in that field. In return for disclosing 
the invention to the public in the patent, 
the inventor is not paid a cent by our gov
ernment. In fact, the inventor must pay a 
minimum of $3,200 to the Federal govern
ment just in patent filling, issuance and 
maintenance fees, not to speak of attorneys' 
fees. 

What then does the inventor receive in 
return for disclosing the invention to the 
public? The answer is a patent. And what is 
a patent? In substance, a patent is a con
tract between the inventor and the Federal 
government, acting for the people of this 
country. The Federal government agrees 
that in return for the prompt disclosure by 
the inventor of the invention to the public 
<not more than one year after it is first used 
commercially) the inventor will have the 
right for 17 years to prevent others from 
using the invention without the inventors' 
consent. 
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What is the purpose of the 17-year right 

to exclude others? It is not a dog-in-the
manger, for that benefits nobody. It is to 
give the inventor 17 years to bring the in
vention to the marketplace without predato
ry competition for whatever financial re
wards the invention merits on its own. But 
after making this contract with the inven
tor, our Federal government, acting by 
other regulatory agencies such as the FDA, 
prohibits the inventor from entering the 
marketplace with the invention until regula
tory approval is obtained. Patent term res
toration does not interfere with regulatory 
review to protect the public from unsafe 
products. It just restores the 17-year access 
to the market <while excluding other from 
using the invention> which was promised to 
the inventor in the first place. To do other
wise would be to welch on the contract that 
is the essence of a patent. 

JOHN 0. TRAMONTINE, 
President. 

AL BURRUSS WAS MY FRIEND 

HON.GEORGE(BUDDY)DARDEN 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, the people of 
Georgia are deeply saddened by the death 
last Saturday of A.L. "AI" Burruss-a man 
who not only was among the Georgia general 
assembly's greatest statesmen, but also one 
of the kindest and most unselfish men I have 
ever known. I am proud to say that AI Burruss 
was my friend. 

AI rose from the most modest circum
stances-he was the eldest son of a share
cropper- to become a prosperous business
man and the majority leader of the Georgia 
House of Representatives. But his great 
achievements never overshadowed his con
sideration for others, nor his determination to 
better the lives of his fellow Georgians 
through thoughtful, fair and constructive legis
lation. 

AI Burruss was born in Forsy1h County, GA, 
on July 3, 1927, and was the eldest of 11 chil
dren. He moved to Cobb County with his 
family at age 7 and, except for the years he 
spent in the Navy during World War II, never 
left. 

After leaving the Navy, AI went into the re
frigeration business. Later, he bought part in
terest in Tip Top Poultry, Inc. and, along with 
his boyhood friend Chet Austin, built the en
terprise into one which made him a wealthy 
man. But AI always referred to himself as just 
"a chicken plucker." 

As one of his colleagues in the House lead
ership, Representative Joe Mack Wilson, once 
said, "AI is a wealthy man who never forgot 
where he came from. The first person to 
knock on my door after my wife died was AI 
Burruss. He brought food and he brought 
compassion." 

Indeed, AI devoted a great deal of his time 
to helping people who had not enjoyed the 
same success as he. It was said that AI gave 
away so much of the chicken Tip Top pro
duced that it became necessary to take away 
his key to the freezer. 
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AI was a lay leader at the first United Meth

odist Church of Marietta, where he and I were 
members. None of us will forget the moving 
testimony of faith which AI recorded from his 
sickbed just a few weeks ago, and which was 
played for church members. 

AI knew then that death was near, but his 
message showed that he was facing it with 
dignity and grace which a man of lesser devo
tion to God could not have known. 

AI entered elective office initially in 1964, 
joining Cobb County's first five-member county 
commission. In 1968, the people of West 
Cobb County chose him to represent them in 
the Georgia House of Representatives. 

His constituents rewarded Al's hard work 
and common-sense approach by returning him 
to the general assembly eight more times. He 
had no opposition for 14 years. 

Within a few years after his arrival at the 
capitol, AI had become speaker pro tern. His 
unsuccessful bid to become speaker of the 
House in 1976 at first seemed to doom his 
prospects for future leadership positions, but 
once again Al's perseverance and dedication 
paid off-for both himself and the people of 
Georgia. 

"I'm not a quitter," he reminded those who 
dismissed him as a political has-been. "I don't 
want to be a catalyst to promote discontent. I 
want to promote harmony." 

AI eventually regained his stature in the 
House, becoming first majority whip, then ma
jority leader. He earned special respect for his 
work on the House Ways and Means Commit
tee. 

Lawmakers, reporters and virtually everyone 
else who has observed the inner workings of 
the Georgia General Assembly agree that AI 
Burruss knew more about State taxation and 
budgeting procedures than anyone else in the 
Capitol. In addition, AI served on the House 
Appropriations, Rules and Legislative Services 
Committees. 

He was a member of the Governor's Educa
tion Review Committee and the Governor's 
Blue Ribbon Tax Reform Commission. AI 
played a major role in the writing of a new 
State constitution in 1981 . 

More recently, he was a leader in drafting 
and enacting the Quality Basic Education Pro
gram, which promises every Georgian the op
portunity to gain the academic skills which are 
vital to improving their way of life. 

Mr. Speaker, the other members of the 
Georgia delegation and I ask our colleagues 
to join us in expressing our sympathy to AI 
Burruss' wife Bobbi, to his son Robin, his 
daughter Renee Burruss Davis, and his many 
loving and caring relatives and friends. 

AI Burriss has left his indelible mark on the 
State of Georgia. The people of our State will 
be in his debt for many years to come, and 
we will sorely miss him. 

TWO GREAT MEN STAND FOR 
ALABAMA IN STATUARY HALL 

HON. BEN ERDREICH 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, each year, 

thousands and thousands of people from 
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across the country travel to Washington, DC, 
not only to talk with their representatives, but 
also to see firsthand the national monuments, 
outstanding museums, and other attractions in 
this city which is our Nation's Capital. Statuary 
Hall in the U.S. Capitol is always sure to be 
one of the stops during a trip to Washington, 
a place which houses statues of many of the 
brave, courageous men and women who 
helped to make this great Nation what it is 
today. But I wonder how many of those who 
visit Statuary Hall know that each State is al
lowed to display statues of two distinguished 
citizens? I would like to take this opportunity 
to let my colleagues in the House know just a 
little bit about the two Alabamians whose stat
ues, by direction of the Alabama Legislature, 
are a permanent part of the collection of nota
bles who grace the corridors of the U.S. Cap
itol: Jabez Lamar Monroe Curry and Joseph 
Wheeler. 

Following are two brief biographies on Ala
bama's representatives in Statuary Hall from 
the book entitled, "National Statuary Hall," 
published by the U.S. Capitol Historical Socie
ty. Alabama's two representatives both lived 
during the 1800's and served in the U.S. 
House of Representatives. Curry later became 
very involved in the advancement of free edu
cational opportunities in Alabama, and across 
the South. He also served as president of 
Howard College, which is now Samford Uni
versity, a major educational institution in Bir
mingham, AL. Wheeler, better known as 
"Fighting Joe," was a decorated war hero, 
having served in the Civail and Spanish-Ameri
can Wars, and the Philippine Insurrection. He 
also authored several books on military history 
and strategy and civil subjects. 

These two men are just an example of the 
long list of fine men and women who have 
done much to advance the State of Alabama 
and our Nation. I am proud to now serve in 
the same legislative body that once enjoyed 
the leadership abilities of these two outstand
ing men from Alabama. 

JABEZ LAMAR MONROE CURRY-1825-1903 
Jabez Lamar Monroe Curry, born in Lin

coln County, Georgia, on June 5, 1825, grew 
up in Alabama and graduated from the Uni
versity of Georgia in 1843. While studying 
at Harvard Law School, Curry was inspired 
by the lectures of Horace Mann and became 
an advocate of free universal education. He 
served in the Mexican War, in the Alabama 
State Legislature in 1847, 1853 and 1855, the 
U.S. House of Representatives in 1857-1861, 
and the Confederate Congress; as a lieuten
ant colonel in the Confederate Army, he 
was a staff aide to General Joseph E. John
ston and General Joseph Wheeler. After the 
war he studied for the ministry and became 
a preacher, but the focus of his work was 
free education in the South. He traveled 
and lectured in support of state normal 
schools, adequate rural schools and a system 
of graded public schools. He was President 
of Howard College, Alabama, and a profes
sor at Richmond College, Virginia. From 
1881 until his death he was Agent for the 
Peabody and Slater Funds to aid schools in 
the South and was instrumental in the 
founding of the Southern Education Board. 
Curry served as Envoy Extraordinary and 
Minister Plenipotentiary to Spain during 
1885-1888 and as Ambassador Extraordinary 
to Spain on the coming of age of King Al
fonso in 1902. His publications include 

May 13, 1986 
works on education, American government 
and Spanish history. He was awarded the 
Royal Order of Charles III and several hon
orary degrees. Curry died on February 12, 
1903, and is buried in Richmond, Virginia. 

JOSEPHWHEELER-1836-1906 
Joseph Wheeler was born near Augusta, 

Georgia, on September 10, 1836. A graduate 
of the U.S. Military Academy in 1859, here
signed from the army to join the Confeder
ate forces in 1861 and rose rapidly to the 
rank of lieutenant general. Nicknamed 
"Fighting Joe," Wheeler was considered by 
General Robert E. Lee to be one of the two 
most outstanding Confederate cavalry lead
ers and saw action in many campaigns, in
cluding the opposition to Sherman's ad
vance on Atlanta. After the war he became 
a planter and a lawyer and served in the 
U.S. House of Representatives during 1881-
1882, 1883 and 1885-1900, where he strove to 
heal the breach between the North and 
South and championed economic policies 
that would help the South. In 1898 Wheeler 
volunteered for the Spanish-American War, 
was appointed Major General of Volunteers 
by President McKinley, saw action as a cav
alry commander in Cuba, and was the senior 
member of the peace commission. He later 
commanded a brigade in the Philippine In
surrection in 1899-1900, where he was com
missioned a brigadier general in the U.S. 
Regular Army. He was also the author of 
several books on military history and strate
gy and civil subjects. General Wheeler died 
on January 25, 1906, and is buried in Arling
ton National Cemetery. 

IN THE SOVIET UNION, MANY 
SHCHARANSKYS 

HON. BILL GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to share 

with my colleagues a timely and insightful arti
cle published in the New York Times on 
Thursday, May 8, written by the Counsel Gen
eral of Israel in New York, Moshe Yegar: 

Anatoly B. Shcharansky arrives in New 
York today, his first trip abroad since he 
left the Soviet Union for Israel in February. 
Mr. Shcharansky has come home to Israel, 
and he is free to travel as he likes, but the 
plight of Soviet Jews persists. 

On July 14, 1978, Mr. Shcharansky was 
convicted of treason, espionage and anti
Soviet agitation. No one in the West be
lieved these charges, and it was clear that 
the Soviet authorities had singled him out 
because he was a courageous and outspoken 
activist on behalf of Jewish emigration. 

Mr. Shcharansky came out of his ordeal
the prolonged interrogation, threat of exe
cution, eight years in prison and labor camp, 
tortures of cold and hunger, months in soli
tary confinement, years without mail or vis
iting rights-in remarkable physical and 
mental condition. He is indeed an extraordi
nary man, a unique and heroic figure. There 
is no question that few could have survived 
the hardships he endured. 

There are, however, many Shcharanskys 
in the Soviet Union. By attempting to crush 
him, the authorities hoped to break the 
spirit of the Jewish community in the 
Soviet Union. Instead, they galvanized the 
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Jewish community not only there but 
around the world as well. 

The reawakening of Jewish identity and 
purpose in the Soviet Union is one of the 
miracles of our time. Sixty-eight years ago, 
Russian Jews-relentlessly persecuted by 
the Czarist regime-welcomed the Bolshevik 
Revolution. Anti-Semitism has, however, re
mained endemic in the Soviet Union, and 
the persecution of Jews is just as character
istic of the regime now as it was under the 
Czars. 

The Soviet Union is the only country out
side the Arab world in which virulent anti
semitic literature is officially sanctioned by 
the Government-often but not always mas
querading as "anti-Zionist" propaganda. 
Most synagogues have been closed, worship
pers threatened and religious practices sup
pressed; study of Hebrew and possession of 
Hebrew books are criminal offenses; and 
Jews suffer discrimination in higher educa
tion. This is in marked contrast to the treat
ment of other national minorities whose 
languages and cultures are studied with rel
ative freedom. 

But what makes the Soviet leaders im
measurably worse than the Czars is their 
policy on emigration. One would have ex
pected that, like the Czars, they would want 
to rid themselves of these "undesirables." 
From the time of the pogroms of the 1880's 
until the eve of World War I, more than two 
million Jews were allowed to leave. In con
trast, the Soviet authorities bar Jews from 
leaving, discriminate against and punish 
them. Why? Perhaps the notion that 
anyone would prefer the "decadent" West 
to the "workers' paradise" is seen as a dan
gerous heresy. Perhaps the authorities fear 
that if Jews were granted the right to emi
grate, other minorities would demand it, 
too. 

Moscow did temporarily open the gates, 
allowing more than 250,000 Jews to leave 
between 1968 and 1979. But since then, the 
flood of emigrants has been reduced to a 
trickle, and, despite Mr. Shcharansky's re
lease, there is so far no sign of a thaw. 
Many of the 400,000 Jews who have taken 
the first step in the arduous emigration pro
cedure, by requesting invitations from rela
tives abroad, have been threatened with 
harassment. Those who have applied for 
exit visas and been turned down-there are 
15,000 such "refusenicks"-are dismissed 
from their jobs, publicly vilified, physically 
assaulted, confined in mental institutions 
and arrested on fabricated charges. 

Yet the spirit of Soviet Jews remains in
domitable. Mr. Shcharansky was speaking 
for all of them at his trial when he said: 
"For more than 2,000 years the Jewish 
people, my people, have been dispersed. But 
wherever they are, wherever Jews are 
found, every year they have repeated, 'Next 
year in Jerusalem.' " 

Moscow ought to heed these words now 
and avail itself of a golden opportunity. By 
permitting unrestricted Jewish emigration 
to Israel, the Soviet authorities could estab
lish their credibility as supporters of the 
most basic right-emigration. It would serve 
their own interests to do so. For the Soviet 
Union cannot realistically expect an easing 
of international pressure on this issue so 
long as a single Jew is denied his dream to 
join his people in Israel. 
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CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 

HON. GEORGE R. BERGER, ES
TEEMED COACH OF THE 
FRANKLIN LAKES SCHOOL DIS
TRICT OF NEW JERSEY 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, May 16, 

the people of the borough of Franklin Lakes, 
my congressional district, and State of New 
Jersey will join the administrators, faculty, stu
dents, and parents of the Franklin Lakes 
School District in testimony to a distinguished 
athletic director and good friend, Hon. George 
Berger-the coach--of Franklin Lakes School 
District. 

Coach Berger is retiring after 33 years of 
dedicated service as a educator and director 
of the physical education and athletic program 
of the district comprised of Colonial Road 
School, Franklin Avenue School, High Moun
tain Road School, and Woodside Avenue 
School in Franklin Lakes, NJ. I know that you 
and our colleagues here in the Congress will 
want to join with me in extending our warmest 
greetings and felicitations to Coach Berger 
and share the pride of his good wife, Lois; 
their children, David and Susan; and grand
children, Melissa, Brandon, Kathryn, and Eliza
beth as we celebrate this milestone of 
achievement in their family endeavors. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all familiar with the 
good works, compassion, and fair play that 
earns one the title of coach. As a professional 
educator and leader, the school coach or ath
letic director abides by the following code of 
ethics: 

Exemplifies the highest moral character 
as a role model for young people. 

Recognizes the individual worth and rein
forces the self-image of each team member. 

Encourages and assists team members to 
set personal goals to achieve their highest 
academic potential. 

Creates a set of training rules for athletes 
which reflect the positive values of abstain
ing from the use of drugs, alcohol, and to
bacco. 

Strives to develop the qualities of leader
ship, initiative, and good judgment in each 
team member. 

Communicates and interprets program 
goals and objectives to parents and commu
nity. 

Provides a safe environment for practice 
and competition. 

Gains an awareness of the importance of 
prevention, care and treatment of athletic 
injuries. 

Respects the integrity and judgment of 
the game official. 

Teaches and abides by the rules of the 
game in letter and in spirit. 

Builds and maintains ethical relationships 
with coaches and administrators. 

Strives for excellence in coaching skills 
and techniques through professional im
provement. 

Promotes personal fitness and good nutri
tion. 

Is modest in victory and gracious in 
defeat. 

Encourages a healthy respect for the over
all athletic program and its vital role in edu
cation. 
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Coach Berger has by his example and life

time of dedication to these same true Ameri
can ideals personified quality leadership in his 
outstanding responsible service to our people 
which has truly enriched our community, 
State, and Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, our honoree lived in Frackville, 
PA, during his boyhood and upon his gradua
tion from Frackville High School in 1940, he 
enlisted in the U.S. Air Corps. He served our 
country with distinction for 6 years and upon 
receiving his honorable discharge, he enrolled 
in Stroudsburg State Teachers College where 
he earned his B.S. degree in health and physi
cal education. He received his master's 
degree in personnel and guidance from Rut
gers the State university and also holds a 
master's degree in administration and supervi
sion from Montclair State College. 

His first teaching assignment was with the 
Waldwick Prospect School. He resigned in 
June 1951 to join the Mutual of New York In
surance Co. as a field underwriter where he 
earned a lifetime contract. While working for 
MONY, George substituted as an athletic di
rector, driver education, and physical educa
tion instructor at Westwood High School. 

George Berger's career in Franklin Lakes 
began in 1953 as a full-time sixth grade sub
stitute at the Franklin Avenue School [K-8). 
The following year he became a physical edu
cation teacher and initiated a full-time physical 
education and athletic program at the school. 
Since there was no playing field, George 
transported his students to Fireman's Field to 
play their games. During his 33 years in 
Franklin Lakes, George coached every sport 
that was offered and served as athletic direc
tor. 

Mr. Speaker, George Berger has achieved 
in his lifetime the respect and esteem of all of 
us. It is to his modesty in his achievements, 
his outstanding expertise in his field of en
deavor, the warmth of his friendship and his 
standards of excellence in the American way 
of life that I seek this national recognition of 
his service to our young people, the communi
ty, and his fellowman. 

It is indeed appropriate that we reflect on 
the deeds and achievements of our people 
who have contributed to the quality of life and 
way of life here in America. George has made 
a lasting contribution through his leadership in 
guiding and building the character of our youth 
in sports and recreation. As we gather togeth
er on Friday, May 16 in tribute to George's 
leadership endeavors and personal commit
ment dedicated to service to people, we do 
indeed salute an outstanding citizen, good 
friend, and great American-Han. George A. 
Berger-the coach--of Franklin Lakes School 
District of New Jersey. 

KEEP THE PRESSURE ON 
PINOCHET 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the past 

years have been ones of great change in 
Latin America. While most Latin economies 
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are still burdened by heavy indebtedness and 
high unemployment, almost the entire hemi
sphere has undergone an impressive political 
facelift. In country after country, repressive 
military regimes have been replaced by en
lightened civilian politicians. One is hard 
pressed to remember a swing to democracy 
of such magnitude in the hemisphere. The 
possibilities for growth and prosperity are in 
the hands of an impressive array of leaders. 

Unfortunately, two blemishes remain on the 
hemispheric map of democracies. In Chile and 
in Paraguay, Latin Americans are still being 
subject to brutally repressive regimes. 

Initially, this administration apparently be
lieved it could nudge Chilean General Pino
chet toward democracy through quiet diploma
cy. But after 5 years and no progress, the ad
ministration seems to have decided on the 
need to launch a more visible policy. In vari
ous fora, representatives of the United States 
condemned the refusal of President Pinochet 
to move Chile toward democracy. If the world 
is to believe that General Pinochet is intent on 
fair and free elections in 1989, steps must be 
taken soon to make that process possible. Le
galizing political parties, removing the various 
remaining states of exception and granting 
freedom of the press are some useful first 
steps. 

Mr. Speaker, I would commend to my col
leagues a recent editorial in the Christian Sci
ence Monitor (May 17, 1986). It is entitled 
"Keep the Pressure on Pinochet" In the opin
ion of this Member, that is an adequate title 
and a good policy: 

KEEP THE PRESSURE ON P!NOCHET 

In the past two years a dominant political 
theme throughout Latin America has been 
the replacement of military rule by popular
ly elected governments-from Argentina, in 
the extreme south, to Guatemala and El 
Salvador. 

By contrast, in one Latin American coun
try-Chile-authoritarian government re
mains in control despite three years of alter
nately rising and falling popular pressure 
for democracy. 

Now the Chilean political opposition has 
again served notice on President Augusto 
Pinochet, in charge of the nation since 1966, 
that it wants firm steps taken toward de
mocracy-this time, with somewhat brighter 
prospects for success. 

For one thing, the Reagan administration 
in recent months has pressured General 
Pinochet-correctly-to move toward de
mocracy. For another, in a break from the 
past all but the extreme elements of Chile's 
previously fragmented opposition have man
aged to agree not only on what they want
inclusion in the political process-but on 
how they intend to press for it. An assem
blage of opposition groups threatened a gen
eral strike in 30 days if Pinochet does not 
move to provide public participation in poli
tics, which he is unlikely to do; previously, 
opposition parties on the right had been un
willing to take to the streets. The ultima
tum is likely to reinvigorate the demand for 
reform toward democracy issued last August 
in an accord signed by non-Marxist opposi
tion parties. 

The big unknown is the military. At year's 
end Pinochet reorganized its top command, 
in a move apparently designed to reduce op
position. Although the Army is believed to 
be loyal to Pinochet, other branches of the 
military may be restless; if the military de-
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cides to pressure Pinochet to step down, an 
important new element will be introduced. 

Time is a factor. The opposition seeks to 
have the next president chosen by open and 
popular election; at present, Pinochet's suc
cessor is to be nominated in 1989 by the 
four military commanders, and only then 
presented to the public for its approval in a 
one-candidate referendum, and for a term of 
eight years. If such a referendeum takes 
place, the political opposition fears that a 
truly democratic election will not be sched
uled until 1997. 

The opposition wants a return to democ
racy by 1989, which seems a reasonable goal. 
But such a change would require the Chile
an government to take steps shortly to le
galize political parties and to restore free
dom of the press-elemental moves which 
ought to be made. 

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA EX
PRESSES CONCERN FOR YURIY 
SHUKHEVYCH 

HON. ROBERT A. BORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to bring to 

my colleagues' attention a resolution recently 
passed by Philadelphia City Council protesting 
the Soviet Union's inhumane treatment of dis
sident Yuriy Shukhevych. As a member of the 
congressional human rights caucus, I share 
the deep concern of these city leaders for the 
people in the Soviet Union who have been 
victimized and persecuted because of their re
ligious or political beliefs. 

I join the City Council of Philadelphia in pro
testing Soviet treatment of Yuriy Shukhevych 
and in urging the President and our Depart
ment of State to make full efforts to secure 
his release from prison, I insert the text of the 
city council's resolution in the RECORD: 

RESOLUTION-COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
PHILADELPHIA 

Expressing concern for the inhumane 
treatment of Yuriy Shukhevych in Soviet 
prisons, and urging the President of the 
United States, the United States Congress, 
and the United States Department of State 
to use every means available to obtain his 
release. 

Whereas, Basic human rights and funda
mental freedoms have been recognized as 
having valid universal significance and are 
currently a subject of pressing international 
concern; and, 

Whereas, These basic rights are spelled 
out in the United Nations Charter, the Uni
versal Declaration of Human Rights and the 
International Covenant on Civil and Politi
cal Rights; and, 

Whereas, The Final Act of the Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe has 
given a new dimension to the humanitarian 
principles these covenants embody by reaf
firming each state-signatory's right to be 
concerned with the manner in which human 
rights and fundamental freedoms are re
spected and implemented by all other signa
tories; and, 

Whereas, The President of the United 
States has expressed his deep concern and 
commitment to human rights in the world; 
and, 

Whereas, Yuriy Shukhevych has been in
carcerated in Soviet prisons for almost 
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thirty years merely for his refusal to de
nounce his father who, as Commander-in
Chief of the Ukrainian Insurgent Army, 
fought the occupation of Ukraine; and, 

Whereas, The harsh treatment and severe 
sentence of Yuriy Shukhevych, which has 
left him completely blind, in poor health, 
and separated from his family, reaffirms 
that a system of repression exists in the 
Soviet Union and this fact greatly concerns 
the people of the United States; and, 

Whereas, The Ukrainian Philadelphia 
Chapter of the American Friends of the 
Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of Nations, Inc. will 
take full financial responsibility for housing 
and medical treatment of Yuriy Shukhe
vych and his family upon their release; 
therefore, 

Resolved, by the Council of the City of 
Philadelphia, That we hereby express con
cern for the inhumane treatment and long 
sentence in Soviet prisons of Yuriy Shukhe
vych, and urge the President of the United 
States, the United States Congress, and the 
United States Department of State to use 
every means available to obtain the release 
of Yuriy Shukhevych from exile and re
quest that an exit visa for him and his 
family be granted. 

Resolved, That an engrossed copy of this 
resolution be presented to William Nezowy, 
President, Ukrainian Philadelphia Chapter, 
American Friends of Anti-Bolshevik Bloc of 
Nations <AF ABN> and certified copies be 
sent to Ronald Reagan, President of the 
United States, and to George P. Shultz, Sec
retary of State, and to the Philadelphia 
Congressional Delegation. 

SOLIDARITY SUNDAY FOR 
SOVIET JEWRY 

HON. ROBERT A. ROE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 7, 1986 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, as we observe Soli
darity Sunday for Soviet Jewry, we cannot 
escape the fact that this year's observance is 
marked with both celebration and with sad
ness. 

Since 1973, we in the Congress and all 
freedom loving people waged the battle to 
free Anatoly Shcharansky from prison. At 
times the cause did not seem promising, but 
we persevered, and thankfully, Anatoly 
Shcharansky is now a free man. His freedom 
is cause for celebration, albeit a limited and 
small one. 

Our happiness over Shcharansky's release 
is marred by the fate of his thousands of 
brothers and sisters in the Soviet Union who 
are not free to leave, who are not free to 
practice their religion, and who are not free 
from the anti-Semitic diatribes of the Soviet 
controlled press and media. We are also 
alarmed and disturbed by the continued ar
rests and imprisonments of Jewish activists in 
the Soviet Union. 

The latest figures on Jewish emigration 
from the Soviet Union are just as disturbing. In 
April of 1986, 72 Jews were permitted to 
leave the Soviet Union. In all of 1986 to date, 
only 272 Jewish people emigrated from the 
Soviet Union. At that rate, less than 1 ,000 will 
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get out this year, while thousands eagerly 
await the necessary exit visas. 

For those who have tried to leave, unsuc
cessfully, life becomes harder and harder. 
Soviet Jewish prisoners of conscience are in
creasingly becoming victims of physical brutal
ity perpetrated in labor camps while awaiting 
trial. The instances of injury are confined to 
and the result of outright physical brutality and 
do not address other pervasive and mental 
punishments used to torment prisoners of 
conscience, including pressure to admit guilt, 
extensive confinement in silence, deprivation 
of food, exercise, and communication with 
family members, and a myriad of other pres
sures, all used in an effort to break the spirit 
of the prisoners of conscience. 

For these reasons, I and my congressional 
colleagues must never let up in our efforts to 
free the Jews of Russia who wish to emigrate, 
and to ensure for those who wish to remain in 
their native land the right to practice freely the 
religion and heritage of their ancestors. The 
20th century has witnessed the destruction of 
European Jewry during the Second World 
War. We dare not allow another great Jewish 
culture and civilization suffer a similar fate due 
to apathy and silence on the part of the free 
world. We must keep up the pressure on the 
Soviet authorities until thousands and thou
sands more will enjoy the precious commodity 
of freedom that now belongs to Anatoly 
Shcharansky. 

DAYS OF REMEMBRANCE 

HON. BILL GREEN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, as a member of 

the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council, I am 
proud to share with my colleagues the state
ment made by Benjamin Meed, on Tuesday, 
May 6, 1986, at the Rotunda of the U.S. Cap
itol. Benjamin Meed is a member of the U.S. 
Holocaust Memorial Council and was this 
year's chairman of the Days of the Remem
brance Committee. 

The statement follows: 
DAYS OF REMEMBRANCE 

<By Benjamin Meed) 
Each year in this decade marks an anni

versary in the life of survivors. Last year, we 
celebrated the fortieth anniversary of our 
liberation, the moment when the kingdom 
of night came to an end. This year marks 
the 40th anniversary of our new life in this 
new land. 

Forty years ago, under the leadership of 
President Harry Truman, American shores 
were opened and the American people wel
comed survivors of the Holocaust, for which 
we are grateful. 

Forty years in America. Yet our memories 
go back to the gas chambers and to the 
ghettos, crossing a distance that time 
cannot measure. The world was silent as our 
families were murdered. Today, along with 
the leaders of this great democracy, our 
nation honors our martyrs. 

Like so many survivors, my wife and I 
came to America with hopes, memories. We 
came to make a home and to rebuild a 
future. The first years were difficult and 
lonely. We could not understand the people 
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we met, and they could not understand us. 
Everything was strange. We went to work to 
build a new life. 

As survivors, we also had an obligation. 
For those we left behind, for those who 
were never offered the opportunity of 
America, we had to tell the story of what 
happened. This was the last wish of our 
dear ones as they were murdered, or shot or 
gassed. "Remember what happened to us," 
they screamed. "Never let the world forget." 

Our story is not unique. Today survivors 
are found in every state of the Union and in 
every walk of life; artists and musicians, 
lawyers and doctors, writers and professors, 
philanthropists and industrialists. Survivors 
are wealthy and poor. Our children, con
ceived in freedom and nurtured on two 
great traditions-American and Jewish
have taken their place in this country's life. 
Survivors and our children have served in 
the cabinet and the White House, in the 
House and the Senate, on the Bench and at 
the United Nations. 

Like other immigrants, we brought the 
memories and culture of old lands, rich 
memories of Jewish life thriving in Eastern 
Europe; Yiddish theaters in Warsaw, poets 
of Lodz, yeshiva students of Vilna, artists of 
Moscow and Vitebsk, musicians of Vienna. 
We also brought with us bitter and painful 
memories of death and destruction-of 
hatred, collaboration and indifference. For 
us, the freedom of America, the tolerance of 
America, the pluralism of America tasted 
even sweeter. 

Like other immigrants we also sought to 
leave our imprint on this land, our unique 
stamp, the calling card that says we are 
here and we are grateful that we are here. 
For survivors of the Holocaust, our contri
butions will not be remembered by songs, 
but in the memories we have to leave to the 
American people. 

Now, through the leadership of Presidents 
Carter and Reagan, with the unanimous 
consent of the House and Senate and with 
the support of the American people these 
memories have been permanently estab
lished in the national consciousness in Days 
of Remembrance. 

As our Chairman, Elie Wiesel, often says: 
It is not for the victims that we remember. 
For them it is too late. It is not for ourselves 
that we remember. Our memories cannot 
fade, they come to us in nightmares and in 
frightening moments in the middle of the 
day. They are with us when we see our 
grandchildren and remember that our chil
dren grew up without grandparents. For 
them the continuity of generations was cut 
off. 

We share our memories with others be
cause we believe that in remembrance lies 
the secret of redemption, the protection of 
another generation of men, women and es
pecially children who might otherwise be 
abandoned and forgotten, tortured and 
killed-frightened not only by death but by 
the indifference of a cold, uncaring world. 
By remembering, we may save a people we 
do not know, and a people who may never 
have heard of us. 

We remember, because we believe that in 
our memories lie a powerful reminder to live 
up to the traditions and the nobility of 
America. We remind the modern world that 
power, affluence, and human ingenuity can 
be used to save the world or to destroy it. 
Technology can be the servant of humanity 
or its angel of death. 

Two hundred years ago, a grateful people 
sat down in Plymouth, to take stock of what 
had happened in the year since they ar-
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rived. They ate a meal and they gave 
thanks. For generations since, Americans 
have paused at Thanksgiving time with 
gratitude to take stock. Today, another 
grateful people, survivors of the most 
wicked evil perpetrated on this earth, take 
stock of what happened. We pray and re
member-and we hope that future genera
tions of Americans will remember and use 
the power and the vision of America to pro
tect people everywhere. 

We survivors have lived two lives. We were 
abandoned to hell. Then, were given a new 
chance at freedom. We have spent a Biblical 
generation binding our two lives together. 

From America, we have taken hope. In 
return, we offer our memory, so that Amer
ica, still so young, will learn from our past. 

Memory is our most precious possession. 
Sharing our memory has become our part of 
the American tradition. Each year, in the 
bright shadow cast by our martyrs, we offer 
our country a moment to reflect on what 
the world has been and what it still might 
be. 

DON'T LET OPEC DO IT AGAIN 

HON. G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Speaker, the Norfolk 
Virginian-Pilot and Ledger-Star on May 11, 
1986, published an outstanding commentary 
by Lee lacocca which began on the front 
page of the business section. I am pleased to 
take this opportunity to share it with my col
leagues, because Mr. lacocca has made a 
number of cogent points concerning world oil 
prices and their potential impact on the eco
nomic future of the United States. I hope that 
careful attention will be paid to Mr. lacocca's 
words; we would do well to heed his warning. 

If, as the old saying goes, there is no edu
cation in the second kick of a mule, why are 
we setting ourselves up for a third? 

I fully endorse Mr. lacocca's views and urge 
that we give active consideration to his rec
ommendations. 

DoN'T LET OPEC Do IT YET AGAIN 
(By Lee Iacocca) 

A couple of weeks ago we saw one of those 
rare cracks in the Reagan administration's 
fanatic devotion to the "free market" when 
Vice President George Bush simply suggest
ed that a little stability in world oil pricing 
might be a good thing. 

Wow, all hell broke loose. It was heresy, 
and some of the real purists blew their 
corks! After all, the free-fall in oil prices 
right now is the greatest thing that has ever 
happened to supply-side economics. After 
five years of insufficient revenues and 
record deficits that were just starting to 
catch up with us, we get a reprieve through 
this cheap oil windfall. 

All Bush said was that we needed some 
"stability," and immediately the White 
House press people began issuing "clarifica
tions" telling us that no matter what, they 
still believed in the free market, and oil 
prices could go wherever they damn well 
pleased. 

Can they really believe there is a "free 
market" in oil, even though 75 percent of 
the world's oil is in the hands of people 
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who've told us clearly they don't believe in 
the free market? Can they be that naive? 

Now, I know Bush got in trouble with 
some of his friends, but he was the only guy 
in the club making sense that week. I hope 
some of the others were listening. 

Let's face it, we're all getting a windfall 
from cheap oil-the administration, the con
sumers, the auto industry, the airlines, just 
about everybody but the domestic oil pro
ducers and their bankers. <And who loves 
oilmen and bankers anyWay, right?> 

I should be dancing in the streets with the 
trickle-down guys, I guess, because Chrys
ler's selling its high-profit V-8's as fast as 
we can make them. And General Motors 
and Ford got the federal fuel economy law 
changed so we can sell even more of those 
big cars. 

But I'm not dancing, because I've got a 
long memory. I know cheap gas for what it 
is, and it's a drug habit. We got hooked on it 
twice before, and when OPEC shut us off, 
the whole country got the DTs and my com
pany almost died. 

It was so serious in the '70s that we practi
cally declared a national emergency. We got 
scared enough to do some smart things. We 
started conserving energy and encouraging 
domestic exploration. We vowed that we'd 
regain our independence from OPEC and 
that they'd never get us by the throats 
again. 

And it worked! We've cut our per capita 
energy consumption by a whopping 20 per
cent since the first oil shock in 1973. It 
worked so well that OPEC came apart like a 
$3.00 watch. 

Now some of the same people who rigged 
oil prices up in the '70s are rigging them 
down in the '80s to whip the cartel back in 
shape and regain control of the market. 
When that happens watch out, because oil 
prices will go through the roof again and 
we'll be right back where we started. 

But we don't have to let that happen. We 
can protect ourselves. There are two things 
we can do, and both of them will hurt a 
little. 

First, we hang onto the conservation pro
grams that worked, like the corporate aver
age fuel economy law <CAFE>. The govern
ment caved in to the Big Two last year and 
rolled back the standards for the 1986 
models, and it looks like they'll cave in 
again on the '87 and '88 cars. <And it saves 
GM and Ford $700 million in fines to boot
talk about bailouts!) 

Chrysler has fought the rollbacks, and the 
others say we're poor sports because we put 
more fuel efficient cars in our fleet and 
we're able to meet the standards. Well, sure 
we did. It was the law, and we obeyed it! 

And the law made sense. We drove right 
into OPEC's ambush with our gas hogs 
twice already. Are we going to do it again? 

Second, we ought to put a tax on gas and 
an import fee on oil to keep our feet to the 
fire on conservation, to let our domestic pro
ducers compete and, incidentally, to make a 
huge dent in our federal deficits. I was call
ing for a gas tax three years ago when it was 
$1.20 a gallon, and now that the budget defi
cit has gone past $200 billion a year and gas 
is 69 cents in some places, it makes more 
sense than ever. 

We've been joyriding on cheap gas all 
along. Even before OPEC unraveled, we had 
the cheapest gas in the world-by far-be
cause we refused to tax it like other coun
tries do. 

Our federal tax is only 9 cents, and when 
you add in state and local taxes, the average 
in America is still only a quarter. In Genna-
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ny, that same gallon has 85 cents in tax; in 
Sweden, a buck; in France, $1.55; and in 
Italy it's $1.71. 

The truth is, we really have a made in 
heaven chance here to do something about 
the deficit without much real pain to con
sumers. God and OPEC will never be this 
good to us again. Every penny at the pump 
gets a cool billion bucks, and every $1 on a 
barrel of imported oil means almost $2 bil
lion. 

So 15 cents at the pump and $5 per barrel 
on imported oil is a quick $25 billion. By the 
way, if you think the controversial $5 
import fee is a bailout for the oil industry, 
then go with a 25-cent gas tax-that's still 
$25 billion. 

This is the famous "two-fer"-conserve 
energy and cut the deficit. But I've got no il
lusions. It would be very unpopular. 

But let's be sensible. Cheap Middle East 
oil can drive many of our producers to the 
wall, and America can't afford that. We 
can't afford to give up the energy independ
ence we fought for. The oil industry paid a 
windfall profits tax when they were raking 
in the dough. Now they're in trouble, and an 
oil import fee would have the effect of a 
windfall profits tax in reverse. 

Let me tell you how really bad it is down 
there these days. One of the oil companies 
recently warned the administration that if 
this $12 oil keeps up, "We'll be knocking on 
your doors just like Chrysler did." 

Well, that should have gotten their atten
tion. One thing I know about this adminis
tration is that they don't want to see a lot 
of Lee Iacoccas in ten-gallon hats coming 
around. 

They're in a bind, whether they admit it 
or not. We're all in a bind. They say they're 
still totally committed to the free market, 
and low oil prices are like life-support to 
Reaganomics, right now. But there's a cost. 
Now we're beginning to see that there may 
be some serious potential consequences to 
this big windfall. 

Like some oil companies maybe looking 
for a Chrysler deal. 

Like some banks maybe getting in trouble. 
Like Mexico maybe facing default. 
Like some friendly governments maybe 

tipping over. 
It's the old story-there's no free lunch. 

And there's no free energy, or even cheap 
energy. We'll pay a steep price later on in 
higher prices, and in a loss of our independ
ence, unless we put together a sensible 
energy policy now, and stick to it. Pure and 
simple, would somebody in Washington tell 
us what the hell our energy policy is! 

Because of our addiction to cheap gas, 
we've let ourselves get kicked in the head 
not once, but twice. I can't believe we're 
going to give the people who did it a chance 
for a hat trick. 

AIRPORT LANDING RIGHTS 

HON. JIM ROSS LIGHTFOOT 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, today my 

colleague, Mr. TAUKE, and I are introducing 
legislation which would restore equity to the 
method by which government-issued landing 
rights are allocated at four of the Nation's 
high-density traffic airports. 

This bill would repeal a rule issued by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) which 
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took effect on April 1 , 1986. That rule would 
allow the buying and selling of slots at four of 
the Nation's high-density airports. This rule is 
objectionable for several reasons. 

First, it creates a windfall for the carriers 
that held the slots as of December 20, 1985. 
Those carriers would assume a property right 
to those slots for which they would pay noth
ing, and then be allowed to turn around and 
sell those slots and keep whatever windfall 
profits the sale would yield. Prior to the De
cember 20 issuance of the rule it was no 
secret that this would occur, and some carri
ers purposely held on to slots they did not 
need so they could sell the slots after the rule 
took effect. Rights to use the public airways 
should not be bought and sold like a com
modity to the highest bidder; instead, they 
should be allocated in a fair manner which 
does not discriminate against those who do 
not have the financial resources that it would 
take to compete in such a market. 

Second, the FAA rule would adversely 
affect competition by prohibiting market entry. 
It would be naive to think that a carrier's deci
sion on buying and selling slots would not be 
influenced by competitive considerations. In 
the deregulated airline industry every move 
must be considered in terms of how it would 
affect an airline's competitive position. If the 
FAA rule is allowed to go into effect, tt1en new 
and possibly more efficient airlines could be 
effectively priced out of the market. 

Third, the FAA rule also would concentrate 
slots with large carriers which have the great
est financial resources to wheel and deal in 
the slot market. Small carriers could be 
squeezed out of the market, or the cost to 
them of obtaining slots-which would be 
passed on to their customers-would be very 
high. Although the rule gives some protection 
to commuter airlines, essential air service, and 
general aviation, by placing a value on their 
slots an incentive to squeeze them out of the 
game is created. Rural areas and smaller 
communities would suffer as traffic would 
gradually be channeled into large cities locat
ed far apart from one another. 

Another adverse effect of the FAA rule is 
that it would increase the cost of airline tickets 
in some markets. Airline fares are set by com
petitive conditions in individual markets, not by 
actual costs. Therefore, the high cost of ob
taining a slot in a fare-competitive market 
would have to be covered in other markets. 
Once again, the markets making up the differ
ence would be those serving smaller commu
nities and rural areas. 

Prior to the FAA rule landing rights were al
located by scheduling committees made up of 
air carrier representatives. This system 
worked fine outside of the problem the com
mittees sometimes had with deadlocks which 
occurred because committee decisions had to 
be unanimous. Therefore, the legislation we 
are introducing today would repeal the FAA 
rule and put the responsibility for the alloca
tion of landing rights back with scheduling 
committees. This bill would also establish a 
deadlock-breaking mechanism whereby land
ing rights would be allocated by lottery or 
other nonmarket mechanism to ensure fair
ness in the system. 
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Mr. Speaker, other legislation pending 

before Congress would repeal the FAA rule 
but leave the FAA administrator the discretion 
to go back to the buying and selling of landing 
rights. In my view that defeats the purpose of 
repealing the rule. We already know where 
the FAA stands on this issue, and we know 
who would gain and who would lose under the 
FAA rule. The bill we are introducing today ap
proaches the problem in a more fair manner 
with fewer changes in the present system, 
and I urge my colleagues to give it their sup
port. 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH 

HON. STAN LUNDINE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 7, 1986 

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Speaker, I am very proud 
to once again lend my support to the congres
sional resolution declaring May as "Older 
Americans Month." I encourage all my col
leagues to join with their constituents in cele
brating "Older Americans Month" with pro
grams, ceremonies, and activities designed to 
honor our Nation's senior citizens. 

There are many important public policy 
issues which affect today's elderly population. 
Gramm-Rudman budget cuts, the safety of the 
Social Security trust fund, changes in Medi
care and tax reform no doubt top the list. I 
have been working very hard to ensure that 
our senior citizens are not unduly burdened 
over the next few years as the Federal Gov
ernment burrows its way out of debt. Ameri
ca's senior citizens have a right to enjoy their 
later years, and the protection of this right I 
see as one of my top priorities in Congress. 

Since my election to Congress in 1976, I 
have strongly supported programs which 
senior citizens benefits from such as the 
Foster Grandparent Program, the Retired 
Senior Volunteer Program, the Senior Com
panion Program and title V, Senior Employ
ment Program. I feel that these programs pro
vide opportunities for the elderly to continue 
to service their communities by contributing 
their talents and experience as employees 
and/ or volunteers. 

For example, through the Pupil Assistance 
Learning Program [PAL] and through COPE 
House and the Gathering Place, seniors in the 
Elmira area help the young and old alike to 
learn new skills and more thoroughly enjoy 
life. All across my district, senior citizens vol
unteer through the RSVP Program in their 
field of expertise, or with nonprofit organiza
tions and public agencies. I am proud to rep
resent such an active group of senior citizens 
in Congress. 

In honor of "Older Americans Month," I 
salute the work of America's senior citizens. It 
is my hope that they will continue to be active 
in community service in the Southern Tier and 
across the country. 
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CAN THE U.S. AFFORD A DESTA-

BILIZING ARMS RACE IN 
SPACE? 

HON. MATTHEW F. McHUGH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
call the attention of our colleagues to an edi
torial that appeared in the Binghamton Press 
and Sun Bulletin earlier this year regarding the 
Strategic Defense Initiative. 

At a time when we are struggling to reduce 
the Federal deficit, all of us need to seriously 
question whether we can afford another large 
increase in funding for a program that may 
never work and could prove potentially desta
bilizing. 

The editorial follows: 
[From The Press and The Sun-Bulletin, 

Binghamton, NY, Jan. 4, 19861 
REAGAN'S RUSSIAN 

President Reagan and Soviet leader Mik
hail Gorbachev opened the new year by de
livering messages to the citizens of the 
other's country. Both speeches were warm 
and full of hopes for peace. As was noted in 
this space earlier, it was a good way to get 
U.S.-Soviet relations off on the right foot 
for this year. 

Perhaps the most notable thing said by 
either man on New Year's Day was Rea
gan's use of the Russian phrase-chistoye 
nebo-in his speech. Granted, it hardly had 
the impact of John F. Kennedy's famous ut
terance in German-lch bin ein Berliner
but it merits comment because it came at a 
point in the speech following the president's 
pitch to the Soviets that "new technology" 
(he meant Star Wars although he didn't use 
the term> could one day free us all from the 
nuclear threat. 

As the president was ending his address, 
he said he hoped we could all look forward 
to chistoye nebo. He was using the phrase in 
its idiomatic sense, which means "clear sail
ing" or "should our journey be a good one." 
However, literally translated the phrase 
means clear or clean sky. 

One wonders if the president was aware 
that if taken literally, his words might be 
understood as a wish for a clean sky-clean 
of space weapons like those he envisions for 
Star Wars. It is doubtful that Reagan had 
this double entendre in mind, but it would 
have been nice if he did. 

Star Wars is a program that will cost 
Americans a trillion dollars or more, and 
there is scant reason to believe that it can 
ever be made to work in the manner 
planned. The placement of missiles in space, 
even if they are called defensive, represents 
an offensive threat that can only lead to an 
increase in the arms race and consequently 
increased chances of nuclear destruction. 

Chistoye nebo is a welcome thing-in both 
its idiomatic and literal senses. 

AIRPORT LANDING REGULATION 

HON.THOMASJ.TAUKE 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. TAUKE. Mr. Speaker, today, Congress

man JIM Ross LIGHTFOOT and I are introduc-

10549 
ing a bill that would repeal the Federal Avia
tion Administration (FAA) regulation which 
allows airlines to freely buy and sell takeoff 
and landing slots at the Nation's four high
density airports. 

On December 20, 1985, the Federal Avia
tion Administration proposed rules that would 
permit air carrier and commuter operator slots 
allocated for Kennedy International Airport, 
LaGuardia Airport, O'Hare International Air
port, and Washington National Airport to be 
subject to the forces of the marketplace. In 
most instances, such a move to cast off the 
burdens of regulation are laudable. However, 
the current regulations seeking to confer own
ership of takeoff and landing rights at the Na
tion's four busiest airports would be certain to 
set back the great strides the Department of 
Transportation has made for the promotion of 
competition in the airline industry. Not only 
would this proposal allow existing carriers to 
receive an unwarranted windfall from the Fed
eral Government, but of more concern, would 
constitute the erection of an insurmountable 
barrier for small carriers wishing to enter the 
marketplace. The dominant carriers in the 
market would be able to prevent smaller carri
ers from entering the marketplace. 

In my congressional district in Iowa, a new 
carrier operating out of Dubuque, Iowa Air
ways, is attempting to enter the commuter 
market to O'Hare International Airport. Howev
er, if the FAA's rule provides the mechanism 
for slot allocation, the great cost of obtaining 
slots would prohibit this carrier from service to 
this market. Moreover, I believe that such a 
proposal is contrary to both the theory and 
practice of airline deregulation in a competi
tive environment. 

For those reasons, Congressman LIGHT
FOOT and I are introducing legislation that 
would repeal the final FAA rule regarding Slot 
Allocation and Transfer Methods at High Den
sity Airports. In its place, separate scheduling 
committees for air carriers and commuters 
would be established, along with guidelines for 
the creation of a deadlock-breaking mecha
nism by the Administrator of the FAA. In addi
tion, takeoff and landing slots for essential air 
service and foreign air transportation would be 
protected under our proposal, as well as new 
entrants into the marketplace. 

The Senate has already adopted a similar 
proposal repealing the FAA's final rule and 
substituting allocation guidelines. I urge you to 
closely review our proposal. I am inserting the 
text of the bill into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD for the benefit of my colleagues. 
SECTION 1. REPEAL OF RULE. 

The Secretary of Transportation and the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad
ministration <hereinafter referred to as the 
"Secretary" and the "Administrator", re
spectively) shall-

(!) repeal the final rule regarding Slot Al
location and Transfer Methods at High 
Density Traffic Airports, issued on Decem
ber 20, 1985 (50 Fed. Reg. 52180), as in 
effect on the date of enactment of this Act; 
and 

<2> after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, not promulgate any rule or regulation 
or issue any order (other than on an emer
gency basis> relating to restrictions on in
strument flight rule takeoffs or landings at 
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any airport, which rule, regulation, or order 
is inconsistent with this Act. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW ALLOCATION 

METHOD. 
<a> IN GENERAL.-Not later than 120 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator shall establish by rule or 
otherwise, after affording the opportunity 
for and considering public comment, a 
method for the equitable allocation of slots 
at high density traffic airports, in accord
ance with this section. Such mechanism 
shall be consistent with aviation safety. 

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHEDULING COM
MITTEES.-The allocation of slots <except as 
provided in subsection (e)) shall be made by 
separate air carrier and commuter air carri
er scheduling committees established for 
each high density traffic airport. The Ad
ministrator shall establish the composition 
of such scheduling committees. 

(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF TIME SCHEDULE.
Scheduling committees shall allocate and 
reallocate slots according to a time schedule 
to be established by the Administrator. 

(d) FoREIGN AIR TRANsPORTATION AND Es
SENTIAL AIR TRANSPORTATION.-The Admin
istrator shall provide slots-

(1) to any air carrier for foreign air trans
portation for which such carrier has author
ity; and 

(2) as may be necessary to maintain essen
tial air transportation. 

(e) ALLOCATION BY ADMINISTRATOR WHEN 
COMMITTEE FAILS TO AGREE.-

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.-The Administrator 
shall, no later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and after af
fording the opportunity for and considering 
public comment, establish a special mecha
nism for the allocation of slots in any case 
in which a scheduling committee is unable 
to reach agreement on the manner in which 
it will allocate slots within the time period 
established by the Administrator. Such spe
cial mechanism may include commitment of 
the issues involved to binding arbitration, 
lottery, or any other nonmarket mechanism 
determined by the Administrator to be ap
propriate. The Administrator shall also for
mulate a mechanism to allocate all new 
slots, voluntarily returned slots, and unused 
slots. 

(2) DURATION OF ALLOCATIONS.-The dura
tion of any allocation of slots under para
graph < 1) shall be determined by the Ad
ministrator, after giving due consideration 
to the need for maintaining competition 
among airlines at high density traffic air
ports, the capital investment of existing 
users of slots at such airports, and the need 
for adequate air service to such airports 
from small- and medium-sized communities, 
except that no such allocation of slots shall 
remain in effect after December 31, 1988. 

(3) CONSIDERATION OF NEW ENTRANTS, ETC.
Any allocation mechanism established by 
the Administrator under this subsection 
shall be adequate to ensure the opportunity 
for new entry, to maintain essential air 
transportation, and to protect the access 
rights of commuter operators. 

(f) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF SLOTS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided in 

paragraph <2), an air carrier or a commenter 
air carrier may not sell, lease, or otherwise 
transfer a slot allocated pursuant to this 
Act. 

(2) ExcEPTION.-An air carrier or commut
er air carrier may trade a slot for another 
slot at the same airport which is allocated 
for the same type of transportation or for 
the same type of aircraft. 
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SEC. 3. WITHDRAWAL OF SLOTS. 

(a) ADMINISTRATOR RETAINS CONTROL.
The allocation and use of a slot represents a 
nonpermanent operating privilege within 
the exclusive control and jurisdiction of the 
Administrator. 

(b) GENERAL AUTHORITY To WITHDRAW.
The use of a slot may be withdrawn andre
allocated by the Administrator for reasons 
of aviation safety or airspace efficiency or 
to enhance competition in air transporta
tion. 

(C) WITHDRAWAL FOR NoN-USE.-The USe of 
a slot <other than a slot reserved for foreign 
air transportation or for essential air trans
portation) may be withdrawn if it is sub
stantially unused. 

(d) FOREIGN AIR TRANSPORTATION ANDEs
SENTIAL AIR TRANSPORTATION.-The Admin
istrator may withdraw slots to carry out sec
tion 2<d>. 

(e) LIMITS ON WITHDRAWALS.-The Admin
istrator shall establish a method for the 
withdrawal of slots under this section that 
ensures that no carrier incurs the loss of an 
undue proportion of its slots. 

(f) RULEs.-The Administrator shall issue 
rules to carry out this section not later than 
120 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 4. LIMITATIONS ON FURTHER SLOT CON

TROLS. 
(a) REQUIREMENT OF PRIOR NOTICE.-Other 

than on an emergency basis, the Adminis
trator shall not promulgate any rule or reg
ulation or implement any practice that re
stricts aircraft operation by means of slot 
controls at any airport or air traffic control 
facility other than those specified in section 
93.123 of title 14, Code of Federal Regula
tions, as in effect on February 1, 1986, 
unless the Administrator first transmits to 
the Congress a written report justifying the 
need for much rule, regulation, or practice 
not less than 90 days before the effective 
date of such rule, regulation, or practice. 

(b) REVIEW OF EXISTING SLOT CONTROLS.
(!) BIENNIAL REAUTHORIZATION.-No later 

than January 1, 1987, and every two years 
thereafter, the Secretary shall conclude a 
rulemaking to reauthorize or eliminate all 
high density traffic airport slot controls 
specified in section 93.123 of title 14, Code 
of Federal Regulations, and any other slot 
control created subsequent to such date by 
the Administrator. Each such rulemaking 
shall include a report to Congress concern
ing the extent to which the retention of slot 
controls at any airport, or the creation of 
new slot controls, is required in the public 
interest. Such report shall describe possible 
improvements in facilities or related air 
traffic control facilities or procedures that 
would allow slot controls to be reduced or 
eliminated, and shall describe any action 
taken by the Administrator to reduce or 
eliminate the need for such control. 

(2) TERMINATION OF SLOT CONTROLS UNLESS 
REAUTHORIZED.-No regulation imposing slot 
controls to which this subsection applies 
shall have the force and effect of law after 
two years from the date on which it be
comes effective, unless such regulation is re
authorized pursuant to paragraph < 1 ). 
SEC. 5. ANNUAL REPORT. 

The Secretary and the Administrator 
shall make timely recommendations to the 
Congress regarding any additional statutory 
authority they consider necessary or appro
priate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 
In addition, the Secretary and the Adminis
trator shall report annually to the Congress 
on the extent to which the allocation mech
anisms established pursuant to section 2 

May 13, 1986 
and any slot control regulation reathorized 
pursuant to section 4 has minimized barriers 
to entry at high density traffic airports. 
SEC. 6. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act-
(1) AIR CARRIER.-The term "air carrier" 

has the meaning given by section 101<3) of 
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, except 
that such term does not include a commuter 
air carrier. 

(2) AIR TRANSPORTATION, FOREIGN AIR 
TRANSPORTATION.-The terms "air transpor
tation" and "foreign air transportation" 
have the meanings given by section 101 of 
the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. 

(3) COMMUTER AIR CARRIER.-The term 
"commuter air carrier" has the meaning 
given by section 419(c)(l) of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958. 

(4) ESSENTIAL AIR TRANSPORTATION.-The 
term "essential air transportation" has the 
meaning given by section 419(f) of the Fed
eral Aviation Act of 1958. 

(5) HIGH-DENSITY TRAFFIC AIRPORT.-The 
term "high density traffic airport" means 
an airport at which the Administrator limits 
the number of instrument flight rule take
offs and landings of aircraft. 

(6) SLoT.-The term "slot" means the au
thority to conduct one instrument flight 
rule takeoff or landing of an aircraft. 

SENATOR HUMPHREY ON AF
GHANISTAN: NO PEACE WITH
OUT FREEDOM 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, with extraordinary 

bipartisan support, the United States has been 
assisting the courageous freedom fighters in 
Afghanistan in their struggles against occupy
ing Soviet troops. Our aid to the brave Mujahi
deen is an integral part of the Reagan doc
trine, which stands for the principle that it is 
right both morally and strategically for the 
United States to support the forces of free
dom in the world. 

Now, in an article in today's Washington 
Times, Senator GORDON HUMPHREY writes 
that our fundamental policy may be under as
sault by those who care more about the proc
ess of negotiations and the trappings of an 
agreement than they care about the essential 
rights of the people who are fighting to be 
free. 

Senator HUMPHREY warns that current Af
ghanistan "peace" talks, under the auspices 
of the United Nations, presage an agreement 
that disposes of the future of the Afghanis 
without regard to their fundamental rights. 
Such an agreement would only accrue to the 
interest of the Soviet Union, and would repre
sent a stark setback for the free world. 

I agree with what GORDON HUMPHREY 
writes: "Peace without freedom is hardly 
worth achieving * * *" the people of Afghani
stan "are defending the frontier of freedom 
* * * not just for themselves, but for all the 
peoples of the world who love freedom." 

Mr. Speaker, I request that Senator HuM
PHREY's urgent article be printed in the 
RECORD. 
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[From the Washington Times, May 13, 

1986] 
FEARs OF AN AFGHAN SELLOUT 

Pe~e talks on the Mghan war, under way 
again m Geneva, may soon bear bitter fruit. 
From all indications, the United Nations
sponsored talks are edging ever closer to a 
"settlement" which smells a lot more like a 
wholesale sellout of the Mghan resistance. 

The most basic flaw in the talks is that 
they exclude legitimate representatives of 
the Mghan people. Here are talks which 
could decide the fate of the people of M
ghanistan, and who is representing Mghani
stan? The puppet regime set up in Kabul by 
the Soviets after their invasion in 1979-an 
illegitimate regime that would fall in a 
matter of days without the protection of 
the Soviet armed forces. 

Mghanistan is being represented by offi
cials of the so-called "Democratic Republic 
of Mghanistan." The DRA regime is not 
democratic, and it does not represent the 
people of Mghanistan. Yet the DRA is 
there in Geneva, deciding the fate of the 
Mghan people. 

In recent testimony before the Congres
sional Task Force on Mghanistan, former 
U.N. Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick re
mined us that President Reagan, in his 
speech to the U.N. General Assembly last 
year, outlined some basic standards which 
apply to negotiations such as these. The 
president said direct negotiations between 
the warring parties, in regional conflicts in 
Mghanistan, Nicaragua, Angola, Cambodia, 
and Ethiopia, were a "starting point" of a 
peace process whose objective is internal 
reconciliation, with democracy and human 
rights for all. 

That is the official position of the United 
States, as articulated by the president: 
direct negotiations between the warring par
ties is the starting point. But the U.N. nego
tiations on Mghanistan exclude one of the 
warring parties, the Mujahideen, who have 
valiantly waged a six-year war against 
Soviet forces and have sacrificed monumen
tally in their effort to rid their nation of an 
invader and its puppet government. 

An important principle is violated when 
the United States sanctions dishonestly 
structured talks such as these, and to en
courage talks which don't meet the mini
mum standards set by our president makes 
it appear that he is not serious in what he 
says. 

The president has been badly served by 
the State Department, which has given its 
blessing to these negotiations that do not 
meet the criteria he laid down in his speech 
to the United Nations and which in Decem
ber reversed the previous U.S. position by 
offering to act as a "guarantor" of a settle
ment the final terms of which are still un
known. 

Actively encouraging-and offering to 
guarantee-talks that exclude any legiti
mate Mghan representative is high-handed, 
arrogant, and immoral. 

The fate of nations being decided absent 
their legitimate representatives is reminis
cent of Yalta. It is past time that our gov
ernment insists that the U.N. talks on M
ghanistan include the legitimate representa
tives of the Mghan people, the mujahideen. 

As to the terms, they appear to be a trap. 
The Soviet are insisting that aid to the 
Mghan freedom fighters be cut off immedi
ately, before any troop withdrawal. In addi
tion, Pakistan must officially recognize the 
puppet regime in Kabul. Then, at · some 
point when the Soviets are satisfied that all 
aid to the freedom fighters has been cut off, 
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they say they will withdraw their forces in 
stages. 

It takes no vivid imagination to see how 
matters would play out; we and others 
would cut off aid to the freedom fighters. 
Pakistan would recognize Moscow's puppet 
in Kabul. The Soviets would withdraw 
enough forces to make a good show. But the 
Kabul regime, still under fire from freedom 
fighters using weapons stored for such an 
eventuality would claim that outside aid 
had resumed and would invite the Soviet 
forces to remain. 

What would we do at that point? What 
would we do? Once the program of aid to 
the Freedom fighters was ended, it would be 
difficult to resume it. For the Pakistanis, re
sumption of aid might be politically impossi
ble, since Pakistan would have recognized 
the Kabul regime. 

Result: Moscow would have succeeded in 
incorporating Mghanistan into the Soviet 
empire. More than six years of bloody sacri
fice and unspeakable suffering by the 
Mghan people will have been thrown away. 

At the very least, the United States must 
insist upon inclusion of the freedom fight
ers in the U.N. talks and simultaneity in the 
cutoff of assistance to the mujahideen and 
the withdrawal of Soviet forces. 

Finally with respect to the terms of the 
agreements so far approved by the parties, 
it is vitally important to note that none of 
the documents addresses the matter of self
determination for the Mghan people. Nor, 
according to press reports, is there any in
tention of addressing this central issue at 
the U.N. talks. Apparently, that is a matter 
to be dealt with in some as-yet-undeter
mined way. Withdrawal of Soviet forces, 
return of Mghan refugees, and self-determi
nation are supposed to be the bedrock crite
ria of the United States in any settlement of 
the Mghan war. Yet we have increasingly 
associated ourselves with a process which 
does not address self -determination. 

The United States should insist that a 
mechanism of self-determination, with ap
propriate safeguards of international super
vision, be included in any settlement for 
which we are to act as guarantor. Much is at 
stake in Mghanistan, and the administra
tion has gotten our country and the Mghan 
people into a tight spot by giving the State 
Department bureaucracy free rein. It's time 
the White House got involved in directing 
our activities as associated with the U.N. 
talks. 

The objective of the U.N. talks is not to 
achieve just any old "settlement." Indeed, it 
isn't even to achieve just any old "peace," 
because real peace isn't just the absence of 
war. It is also the absence of oppression. 

Peace without freedom is hardly worth 
achieving, and no people on the face of this 
Earth cling to that belief more tenaciously 
than the brave people of Mghanistan. Mter 
all they have suffered over the past six 
years, they still say they will fight to the 
very last man to regain their country and 
their freedom. They are defending the fron
tier of freedom, practically with their bare 
hands. 

They are defending it not just for them
selves, but for all the peoples of the world 
who love freedom. I think America sells out 
herself, as well as the Mghans, if we give 
them anything less than a fair shot. 
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A NEW BREED OF ORTHODOX 

ACTIVIST 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

draw my colleagues' attention to an article in 
the newspaper Israel Today entitled "A New 
Breed of Orthodox Activist," which profiles 
David Zwiebel, director of the Office of Gov
ernment Affairs and general counsel of Agu
dath Israel of America. Throughout my years 
in Congress I have had the great pleasure of 
working with the Agudath Israel in general and 
Mr. Zwiebel in particular. 

The article reveals a dedicated and insight
ful man whose tremendous work on behalf of 
the American Jewish community is as forward 
looking as it is essential. Founded in Poland in 
1912, the Agudath Israel reached its present 
degree of prominence under the outstanding 
leadership of Rabbi Morris Scherer in the 
1960's and 1970's. Through its work on behalf 
of senior citizens, religious education, social 
services, and the preservation of Torah and 
Talmudic values, the New York City area is a 
better place to live and work. I am proud to 
represent thousands of constituents who are 
members of the Agudath and exemplify the 
high moral standards and traditions of my dis
trict in Brooklyn. I wish David Zwiebel and 
Agudath Israel continued success in the 
future. 

A NEW BREED OF ORTHODOX ACTIVIST 
WASHINGTON.-As Director of the office of 

Government Mfairs and General Counsel of 
Agudath Israel of America for the past two 
years, David Zwiebel was the coordinator of 
the group's recent mission to Washington. 
Zwiebel, the product of Jewish day schools, 
received his ordination from Yeshiva Me
sifta Torah Vadaath. He was a member of 
the first graduating class of the Yeshiva 
University of Cordoza School of Law, serv
ing as editor and chief of the Law Review. 
Mter working for four years in the prestigi
ous Wall Street law firm of Paul Weiss, Rif
kind, Wharton, Garrison, he assumed his 
present post. Zwiebel represents the grow
ing number of articulate young Agudah 
leaders who are American born, Torah ob
servant professionals or businessmen who 
are at the same time product of this na
tion's finest academic institutions and out
standing Yeshivot. Following are excerpts 
from an exclusive interview with Rosalie 
Zalis, Israel Today Director of National Pol
itics. 

ISRAEL TODAY. What is it like switching 
from a giant law firm to working with 
Agudah? 

ZwiEBEL. It's wonderful, because you are 
generally doing things that are meaningful, 
that give you a sense of satisfaction. It's 
nice to help your fellow Jews rather than 
helping corporations save money. My posi
tion was established in the late 1970's and 
our job has grown so that we now have two 
attorneys on staff and I think we need an 
even larger staff. 

ISRAEL TODAY. How often does Agudah 
have a Washington Day and to what do you 
attribute the success of the 1986 mission? 

ZWIEBEL. This the third. One was held in 
1980 and one in 1983. In 1980, we had 14 
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states represented and a dozen states in 
1983. This was our largest mission in 
number of delegates and number of states 
represented. The event was so successful be
cause we did our homework, and because 
our reputation has been growing. We've 
opened new offices in California and New 
Jersey, we have active divisions in Ohio, Illi
nois, Maryland and we also have individual 
activists who are Agudah members in many 
other states. Our level of activity on the 
community and political scene has been 
steadily escalating. 

IsRAEL TODAY. What response did you get 
to your invitation to the mission? 

ZWIEBEL. The response was very positive 
and very fast. The White House allowed us 
200 delegates, we sent the invitations in 
early January and we were oversubscribed 
by the end of the month. There were 210 
delegates. 

IsRAEL ToDAY. How do you become a 
member of the group? 

ZWIEBEL. You can become a formal 
member by paying $25 annual dues which 
entitles you to certain benefits of the orga
nization-including its publications and pro
grams. But we have a broader concept of 
membership which includes those who par
take in our community activities-both for 
adults and for children. Also included under 
the Agudah umbrella are the vast majority 
of the Jewish Day Schools across the coun
try for which we serve as the government li
aison. That includes Torah Umesorah as 
well as AARTS which is the Association of 
Advanced Rabbinical Theological Schools. 
So when we speak of membership-especial
ly before members of Congress-we include 
that whole spectrum. 

IsRAEL TODAY. Can you describe the typi
cal member of the Agudah? 

ZWIEBEL. We are a coalition. We have 
chassidic members as well as modem Ortho
dox members, European as well as American 
born, but the prototype would be an educat
ed young person committed to Jewish edu
cation for his or her children, and interested 
in public affairs. We are in the vanguard of 
what is the fastest growing segment of the 
American Jewish community-an Ortho
doxy that believes in strict faithfulness to 
the tradition and recognition that policy de
cisions ought first and foremost to be deter
mined by persons steeped in Jewish law. All 
our policy decisions go before a presidium 
composed of some of the nation's leading 
Roshei Yeshivat <heads of Yeshivot> and 
community Rabbis. 

ISRAEL TODAY. How did Agudah become SO 
involved in the polical agenda? 

ZWIEBEL. Agudath Israel as a world move
ment was founded in Poland in 1912 and it 
was very active in the Polish government. 
The Polish system of government lent itself 
to community representation, and, so there 
were Agudah representatives who didn't 
know how to speak Polish and yet were 
members of the Polish Parliament. Agudath 
Israel of America was founded in 1922 and 
became active politically as a result of its 
rescue and relief efforts during the Holo
caust. Starting in the late 1930's there was a 
great deal of contact with the U.S. govern
ment and Agudah played a very important, 
albeit tragic role in attempting to save the 
Jewish lives during the war years. 

Our political activity really began to flour
ish in the early 1960's when we became very 
active on behalf of the day schools and Ye
shivot. We wanted to ensure that legislation 
passed during the Johnson-Kennedy years 
to benefit education generally; to benefit 
non public education as well as public edu-
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cation. Rabbi Sherer, the President of Agu
dath Israel of America, has told me that he 
was the only Jewish person at the hearings 
on his side of the aisle-testifying in sup
port of expanding coverage to non-public 
schools. All the other Jewish organiza
tions-the American Jewish Congress, the 
American Jewish Committee and others, the 
mainstream secular groups were on the 
other side of the issue. This was an eye 
opener to both the Jewish community and 
to the government because is showed that 
the Jewish community is not monolithic, 
that Orthodoxy was an expanding growing 
movement that was beginning to assert 
itself and to speak with an independent 
voice. 

IsRAEL TODAY. What are the major legisla
tive issues . addressed by Agudath Israel of 
America. 

ZwiEBEL. Domestic issues would include 
the protection and advancement of religious 
rights <equal opportunity, Jewish prisoners' 
rights, consumer protection, abortion, post
mortem procedures etc.>; maximizing educa
tional choice while preserving educational 
independence (aid to non-public school stu
dents and teachers, tax reform, school cur
ricula) and social and moral issues <ERA, 
abortion, pornography, etc.). On interna
tional issues we support a strong U.S. Israel 
alliance. 

Basically on Israel-related issues we sup
port the AIPAC position and have been 
working in recent years to strengthen the 
relationship between AIPAC and Agudah. 
But we have a somewhat broader agenda. 
We are involved in rescue and relief activity 
both in the Soviet Union and Arabic coun
tries, often in clandestine activities we 
cannot publicize. Our political contacts also 
include Ambassadors from various coun
tries. 

ISRAEL TODAY. The Washington Day which 
featured the Vice President, three Cabinet 
secretaries, a dazzling array of State Depart
ment and Congressional leaders certainly 
attest to Agudah's clout with this Adminis
tration. Do you think it's because whereas 
the mainstream Jewish groups often clash 
with the Administration on domestic issues, 
Agudah's agenda and the Administration 
agenda are so compatible, particularly on 
issues like vouchers and tuition tax credits, 
abortion and other family value issues? 

ZWIEBEL. Although we are very supportive 
of most of the President's agenda, we don't 
think we can be pigeonholed. We are a bi
partisan group with support for and from 
Democrats and Republicans. We are nerv
ous, for example, about certain constituents 
within the Administration that would like 
to turn America into a more overtly Chris
tian country. We oppose the President's 
plan to sell weapons to the Saudis and, in 
this instance, it's Democratic leadership 
marshalling opposition to the sale. We are 
supportive of civil rights, but our emphasis 
is that religious rights are civil rights too, a 
position to which the Republicans seem 
more sensitive. 

BRINGING BLACK PROGRAMS 
INTO THE WHITE 

HON. LES ASPIN 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, the volume of de

fense budget funds hidden from view under 
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the rubric of black programs has grown eight
fold in the last 5 years. Far too much is 
hidden in the black category. 

More than a month ago, on April 9, a letter 
went over to Defense Secretary Caspar Wein
berger signed by myself as chairman of the 
House Armed Services Committee and by 
BILL DICKINSON as the ranking minority 
member. We appealed to the Defense Secre
tary to review these programs and bring much 
of the black funding out into the white. 

BILL DICKINSON and I think that about 70 
percent of the funds now obscured under the 
black rubric could be declassified and a signif
icant number of the programs themselves 
placed in a lower classification. 

To date, however, we have had no re
sponse from the Defense Department. 

"Black" is a popular term describing those 
defense programs known officially as special 
access required projects. These are programs 
classified for all practical purposes at a level 
higher than top secret, since top secret clear
ance is insufficient to gain access to informa
tion on these programs. Special clearances 
are mandated. 

Mr. Speaker, there is a need for special 
access programs. I trust that no one ques
tions that. The issue isn't over the need to 
protect some projects very closely; the issue 
is how many require tight control to the point 
that not even the most basic budget numbers 
can be mentioned in public. 

I also want to make clear that when I speak 
of making black programs white I am not 
saying that anyone should then be able to 
walk over to the Government Printing Office 
and buy engineering drawings for sensitive 
parts. There are classified parts for literally 
dozens of weapons that everyone has heard 
of, and it's appropriate to keep those aspects 
classified. 

The issue isn't protecting technology, but 
hiding the basic data that citizens in a democ
racy ought to have access to in order to make 
some judgments on how their tax resources 
are being used. 

The axiom here is this: 
In a democracy the maximum portion possi

ble of our defense effort should be conducted 
in the open. On the philosophical level, it is 
simply bad public policy to obscure what is 
being done with tax funds. On the practical 
level, the need to mobilize public support for 
defense programs rightfully demands open
ness. 

On that latter point, it is interesting to note 
that the advanced technology bomber, or 
Stealth aircraft, is a black program. The classi
fication system means that I cannot officially 
say anything other than that the Stealth Pro
gram exists-and for other black programs, I 
can't even say that much. The cloak of black
ness covers Stealth in an interesting way. Crit
ics can assail it, but proponents have a hard 
time defending it. A critic can say anything he 
chooses. And many of the criticisms of Stealth 
that I have seen are simply made up out of 
whole cloth. But you cannot respond to the 
criticism by saying, "Here's the truth," be
cause the black cloak demands silence. 

I find it curiously amusing that Secretary 
Weinberger-an eager proponent of Stealth
is giving aid and comfort to its opponents this 



May 13, 1986 
way. The mere fact that the Secretary is the 
one person preventing Stealth from coming 
out of the black logically prompts many un
committed people to suspect the Secretary 
has something to hide about Stealth. 

A major portion of the total amount hidden 
under the black unbrella is devoted to just one 
program: Stealth. BILL DICKINSON and I be
lieve that program could be taken out of the 
black with no harm to the public good-per
haps, with a great deal of benefit. The ad
vanced cruise missile was recently taken out 
of the special access category and no one 
has suggested any harm has been done. 

BILL DICKINSON and I are not convinced that 
there is a legitimate requirement to keep the 
wraps any longer on the most basic numbers 
involved in the Stealth bomber and certain 
other programs-the funding requests for the 
current fiscal year, and the estimated total 
program costs, for example. 

One other point: I'm often asked if anyone 
in Congress knows anything about black pro
grams. There is often an assumption that no 
one in Congress has access to these pro
grams, and a suggestion that some programs 
are made black simply to prevent this commit
tee and others from reviewing them. 

Black programs have always been reviewed 
by members of the House and Senate Armed 
Services and Appropriations Committees. 
They have never been hidden from Congress 
as an institution. Generally, only a few mem
bers of each committee have overseen these 
projects. Given that: first, they have so many 
other demands on their time, second, they 
lack the expertise to cover all these programs, 
and, third, there is no political benefit to be 
gained from devoting time to something you 
cannot reveal publicly, I would judge that the 
system of oversight has worked reasonably 
well. The problem is that there is no way I can 
prove that because the mere fact of black
ness means there is no printed record. 

Since becoming chairman of the House 
Committee on Armed Services, I have tried to 
institute a better procedure. I have intentional
ly sought to bring more Members into the 
issues. I have had all the members of the Pro
curement Subcommittee briefed on the pro
grams in that subcommittee's jurisdiction, and 
all the members of the Research and Devel
opment Subcommittee briefed on programs in 
the R&D Subcommittee's jurisdiction. I have 
set up an ad hoc oversight group within the 
committee-comprised of some R&D Sub
committee members, the entire Procurement 
Subcommittee membership, plus those mem
bers of the full committee who also serve on 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intelli
gence-to have a body that takes a broad 
overview of all black programs. It's too soon 
to say whether this expanded approach will 
work effectively. But no ad hoc body or fancy 
structure can overcome the fact that the 
public and other Members of Congress who 
don't serve on the relevant committees have 
no direct say. 

This brings us back to my original point. The 
way to deal with black programs is to mini
mize the number of those programs. From a 
public policy standpoint, the fewer the better. 
If the Defense Department continues expand
ing the proportion of the budget kept in the 
black, it may be necessary for the Congress 
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to fix some ground rules. As BILL DICKINSON 
and I concluded in our letter to Secretary 
Weinberger: 

We reserve the right to contest the con
tinuation of certain programs and aspects of 
others in a Special Access status. 

I certainly hope it will not come to that. This 
institution really needs the added burden of 
reviewing and acting on proposed candidates 
for black status. But if the folks in the Defense 
Department are unable to hold their candi
dates for special access status to a minimum, 
then the Congress will have to consider doing 
it for them. 

HONORING BILL REDMOND 

HON. HENRY J. HYDE 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, on May 30, a testi

monial dinner will be held at the Ambassador 
Banquet Hall in Elmhurst, IL, honoring William 
Redmond, who is retiring as DuPage County 
Democratic chairman. A former member of the 
Illinois General Assembly, he was first elected 
in 1958 and was elected speaker of the house 
in 1975, 1977, and 1979 and retired in 1982. 
The article I am submitting herewith from the 
Chicago Sun Times of March 16, 1986, omits 
mentioning that Bill's first elevation to the 
speakership was with the votes of some Re
publicans who, while voting for a Democrat, 
knew that Bill would be fair in the conduct of 
his high office-and eminently fair he was. 

Bill Redmond has been a great Democrat 
and an outstanding public servant, and we all 
wish him much happiness and good health in 
the many years ahead. 

A LIFE FuLL OF "GLORIOUS MISTAKES" 

<By Andrew Herrmann) 
To hear Bill Redmond tell it, just about 

everything, he's ever done-boy model, pro
fessional athlete, state legislator-has been 
one big accident. 

Glorious mistakes, he admits. They were 
deals of fate over which he had no control. 
But they were blessings he took advantage 
of. 

At the end of this month, the 77-year-old 
Redmond will end his more than 25 years in 
DuPage County Democratic politics by 
giving up the reins as Central Committee 
chairman. 

"There was hardly anything I ever did 
that I planned," Redmond said recently in 
his Bensenville office, his desk littered with 
mementos from his truly fascinating life. 

"Everything's been an accident," he said. 
Redmond's face appeared . on billboards 

from coast-to-coast in the 1920s, touting rai
sins as a good 5 cent investment. His chubby 
likeness also graced the cover of toy con
struction kits, his smile sold school books 
and his grin beamed from countless calen
dars-all on a whim of a cousin who invited 
him to an audition one day decades ago. 

While Redmond proudly notes "there was 
hardly an issue of the Saturday Evening 
Post you wouldn't find something in there 
with me on it," he said that he found the 
$3-an-hour job an "unnatural experience." 

He feared that other children would make 
fun of him if they discovered his employ
ment but, he said, "I was a wrestler so I fig-
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ured I could always beat them up if they 
gave me any business about it." 

Wrestling also came in handy in Red
mond's later years while he was a student of 
engineering at Marquette University in Mil
waukee. 

"I did a lot of talking then about my wres
tling abilities," Redmond said, so during in
tramural sports a coach paired him up with 
a "big farm boy" named Joseph McCarthy, 
who would later go on to lead the infamous 
communism investigations in the 1950s as a 
U.S. senator. 

After pinning, his opponent, Redmond 
said, McCarthy "decided he would be a 
better boxer." 

"But it just goes to show you how things 
have worked," Redmond said. "It's all by ac
cident." 

He also played basketball for the Mar
quette team and later for a professional Mil
waukee squad though, he said, his short 
stature kept him back. 

Elected in 1958 to the Dlinois Legislature 
("I had no burning desire for the General 
Assembly"), he once challenged Gov. James 
Thompson to a free-throw competition. 

Thompson was supporting a candidate 
who was against the Equal Rights Amend
ment-a cause Redmond supported. 

"We were going to have NOW [National 
Organization of Women] and the League of 
Women voters sell tickets," Redmond said 
with a laugh. "He wouldn't do it. He said I'd 
embarrass him." 

Redmond, who served 23 years in the 
House, was a compromise choice for speaker 
in 1975, becoming an unexpected benefici
ary of a bitter, interparty war between Gov. 
Dan Walker and Mayor Richard J. Daley. 

After failing to get his chosen candidate 
for speaker approved, Daley switched to 
Redmond, finding his Irish American back
ground and sympathetic voting record on 
city issues to his liking. 

In fact, Redmond's son attended St. Igna
tius High School with the mayor's sons. 

"All the time I was in the legislature I 
wasn't a 'hate Chicago guy,'" he said. "I 
always believed that what belongs to Daley, 
belongs to Daley. 

"I was a compromiser and the business of 
the state had to go on." 

Redmond was re-elected speaker in 1977 
and 1979 and retired from the House in 1982 
to accept an appointment by Thompson to 
the state Prisoner Review Board-a position 
Redmond still holds. 

He resigns his post as head of the Demo
cratic Party in Republican-rich Du Page 
County with "chagrin," Redmond said, 
adding that while the county has grown 
nearly eightfold during that time, the 
party's power is at its lowest point since he 
took over 20 years ago. 

"I never despaired. I always worked as 
hard as I could because I believe in the two
party system." 

Though Redmond said Du Page is the 
second largest Democratic county in the 
state, he asserts that the state and national 
parties tend to ignore the county. 

"They think the whole world is Chicago," 
he said. "And, quite frankly, out here we 
couldn't care less about Chicago most of the 
time." 

As for his future, Redmond said he would 
continue his work on the review board de
termining parole candidates "as long as 
they'll keep me." 

"I've been too active all my life to sit down 
and go fishing,'' Redmond said. "I want to 
go out with my boots on." 
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INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLA

TION TO PROMOTE THE 
AWARD OF U.S. GOVERNMENT 
CONTRACTS TO AMERICAN 
FIRMS 

HON. FRANK HORTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, today I am in

troducing legislation to preserve American 
jobs and industries by providing U.S. firms 
with a fair chance at winning Government 
contracts. 

The award of Federal contracts to foreign 
companies is diminishing our industrial base 
and exporting jobs and dollars overseas. 
These awards are made without taking into 
account all relevant economic factors, thereby 
giving the appearance that the low bid of a 
foreign supplier is the best buy, but actually 
costing the taxpayers more in the long run. 
This bill will require Government officials to 
evaluate bids for Federal contracts from the 
perspective of the Government's total cost 
before making an award. 

Specifically, the bill requires officials to take 
into account two important costs that are in
curred by the Government as a consequence 
of awarding a contract to a foreign competi
tor-costs resulting from the loss of domestic 
employment, and reduced taxes that will be 
paid by individuals and businesses in the 
United States. Only if an overseas firm's pro
posal is less expensive notwithstanding these 
factors could a Federal contract be given to 
that firm. 

Enactment of this bill should preserve the 
ability of American firms to compete for their 
Government's business, protect jobs at home, 
and ensure that the Government pays less in 
the long run for goods and services it buys. 

American industry is still the most produc
tive and competitive in the world. This legisla
tion will help keep it that way. 

THE AERONUTRONIC DIVISION'S 
30 YEARS WITH FORD 

HON.ROBERTE.BAD~ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. BADHAM. Mr. Speaker, 30 years ago, 

with great foresight the management of Ford 
Motor Co. established Aeronutronic Systems, 
Inc. in Southern California as a subsidiary, to 
enter into the defense business as a prime 
producer. The company had for many dec
ades prior been a second source producer, to 
someone else's design, in times of emergency 
in World War I, World War II, and the Korean 
conflict. 

From that small beginning in 1956, with a 
group of about 30 scientists and engineers, 
Aeronutronic, now a division of Ford Aero
space & Communications Corp. a subsidiary 
of Ford Motor Co. has grown to be recognized 
as one of the Nation's large aerospace/de
fense contractors. 

Its system and products are in use by all 
our Nation's Armed Forces, and by the military 
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services of many of our allied nations. Some 
systems have been proven in combat, helping 
to defend our Nation's freedom. 

Names like Sidewinder, Chaparral, Pave 
Tack, F/A-18 FUR, and others associated 
with tactical missiles, electro-optical systems, 
and ordnance programs have been identified 
with Aeronutr-onic in recent years, and the per
formance of these systems has been a credit 
to Aeronutronic and its employes. 

Earlier names like Farside, Ranger, and 
Blue Scout were familiar ones at Aeronutronic 
as the organization contributed to the Nation's 
very early space programs in the late 1950's 
and 1960's. 

It is a credit to our Nation and its dedicated 
industrial firms that Ford Motor Co. estab
lished Aeronutronic 30 years ago and had the 
intuition and belief that it would grow and 
prosper and contribute to our country's mili
tary strength. As a member of the House 
Armed Services Committee, I can attest to the 
value of these systems in our defense arse
nal. 

REFORM THE SBA 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Speaker, the 

National Federation of Independent Business 
[NFIB] continues to be critical of my legisla
tion, H.R. 4621, to reform the Federal Small 
Business Administration, despite widespread 
support within NFIB's membership for this pro
posal. H.R. 4621 calls for terminating SBA's 
lending programs, and transferring the agency 
and its noncredit activities to the Department 
of Commerce. 

In 1984, NFIB surveyed its membership on 
a broad range of issues with respect to the 
SBA. In one mandate, NFIB members over
whelmingly opposed many SBA programs, in
cluding the agency's lending activities. The re
sults of that mandate are listed below. In addi
tion to being highly critical of specific SBA 
programs, one NFIB survey found that three
fourths of the small business owners inter
viewed believe that the constituency SBA is 
supposed to serve is "small business owners 
in general." Yet only three in 10 believed that 
is the group the SBA actually serves. 

In an effort to confirm this widespread dis
satisfaction with the SBA, I asked nearly 
13,000 small business people in my California 
district last year if they support my legislation 
to reform the SBA. Eight-five percent said 
"yes," and four chambers of commerce 
passed resolutions of support. 

H.R. 4621, the Small Business Act of 1986, 
is viewed as hostile by special interest groups 
such as NFIB that stand to gain influence 
should the SBA be maintained in its current 
structure. They go so far as to misrepresent 
their agenda as being that of the small busi
ness community. These special interest 
groups are clearly out of touch with their 
membership. The Federal deficit, not the 
demise of the SBA, is seen as the major 
threat to continued small business prosperity. 

The following letter from William Fovall of 
Pomona, CA, reflects what I believe to be the 
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real perception among most small business 
people toward the SBA. As Mr. Fovall elo
quently states, the SBA "serves no value to 
the true dedicated small business owner." 

POMONA AIR INC., 
Pomona, CA, March 26, 1986. 

Congressman DAVID DREIER, 
Cannon House Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SIR: I am writing this letter with ref
erence to the Small Business Administra
tion. 

During the past 15 years I have sought in
formation from the SBA to assist in plan
ning the growth and stability of my Corpo
ration. The Corporate name is Pomona Air 
Inc., Pomona, CA. 

After attending numerous SBA confer
ences and seminars I can truthfully say that 
no benefit has ever been received as a result 
of time and money invested. 

I recently attended the President's Small 
Business Conference in Southern Califor
nia. 

The meeting was of no value to me in any 
sense. 

And then to add insult to the program and 
my taking a full day from business to 
attend, the manner in which the delegates 
to the conference in Washington, D.C. were 
elected was as insult to my business ethics 
and dedication. 

The most sensible move that can be made 
is the dissolution and abandonment of the 
SBA. It serves no value to the true dedicat
ed small business owner. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM W. FOVALL, 

President. 

MANDATE RESULTS 453 
1. Do you favor or oppose ending all lend

ing activities of SBA? 
Favor, 62%; Oppose, 33%; Undecided, 5%. 
2. Do you favor or oppose SBA administer

ing programs for disadvantaged groups 
within the business community? 

Favor, 20%; Oppose, 76%; Undecided, 4%. 
3. Do you favor or oppose SBA providing 

management assistance directly and indi
rectly to small business? 

Favor, 34%; Oppose, 64%; Undecided, 2%. 
4. Do you favor or oppose directing SBA's 

Office of Advocacy to shape governmental 
policy on behalf of small business? 

Favor, 26%; Oppose, 66%; Undecided, 8%. 
5. Do you favor or oppose making SBA a 

business-development agency? 
Favor, 16%; Oppose, 78%; Undecided, 6%. 

ST. AGNES SCHOOL OBSERVING 
CENTENNIAL 

HON.HENRYJ.NOWAK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. NOWAK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring to 

the attention of my colleagues a parochial 
school in my district, St. Agnes School, at 188 
Ludington Str~et, Buffalo, NY, which is ob
serving its centennial this year. 

For this entire 1 00-year period, this school 
has been staffed by the Sisters of St. Francis 
of Williamsville. 

The school was formally opened in Septem
ber 1885 with 65 students. Today, contrary to 
national trends, enrollment has been increas-
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ing each year at St. Agnes School and pres
ently there are waiting lists for some grades. 

To help the Sisters of St. Francis, teachers, 
parents, and students mark this anniversary, I 
would like to insert into the RECORD, at this 
point, a brief statement from the school's prin
cipal, Sister Ann Helene. 

I join with St. Agnes School's many well 
wishers and supporters in wishing them con
tinued success as they embark on their 
second century of service in the Buffalo area. 

One hundred years ago, St. Agnes School 
was established for the purpose of teaching 
gospel values to the youth of the parish. 

In September 1885, a small group of Fran
ciscan Sisters, whose motherhouse is now in 
Williamsville, NY, were sent to the East Love
joy area to open a wooden framed school 
which housed six classrooms with an enroll
ment of 65 students. 

Since those early days in the little wooden 
school, St. Agnes School has continued to 
grow in size and number. The methods and 
materials have changed, however, to enhance 
the education of the students. No longer are 
the individual student slates utilized and the 
runner desks that were once fastened to the 
floor have long become obsolete. 

Presently, St. Agnes School is keeping pace 
with progress. The school is now equipped 
with a new computer program, departmental
ized classes, a series of mini-courses for 
grades 5 to 8 including such courses as Ital
ian, ceramics, basic first aid, and so forth, a 
preschool program for 3- and 4-year-olds and 
an upgraded reading program are part of the 
curriculum. All these programs are under the 
direction of teachers who are highly qualified 
as well as specialized in various subject 
areas. 

While enrollment in some schools is declin
ing, enrollment at St. Agnes has been increas
ing. What accounts for this continued growth, 
that "something special" that attracts parents 
to send their children to this school? Maybe 
there isn't any one answer! Could it be the 
sound Christian philosophy being taught from 
preschool through grade 8? Could it be the 
great emphasis on the religion program and 
the religious and moral values taught through
out the school? Can the great love and re
spect shown for teachers and students be the 
key to the tremendous spirit of the school
evidenced by the great pride of parents and 
students for their school? 

Throughout 1 00 years of its history, the 
education of the children has always been of 
paramount importance at St. Agnes. It may be 
safe to say that the teaching of gospel values 
today reflects the reason why the Sisters of 
St. Francis were asked to minister to the edu
cational needs of St. Agnes Parish a century 
ago and still continue to do so as the centen
nial year begins in September. 

CALL TO CONSCIENCE VIGIL 
FOR SOVIET JEWS 

HON. GEORGE C. WORTLEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. WORTLEY. Mr. Speaker, the Congres

sional Call to Conscience Vigil for Soviet Jews 
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is one of several vital means of communicat
ing congressional support for refuseniks and 
prisoners of conscience in the Soviet Union. 
This support is very strong, bipartisan, and un
swerving. 

In implementing its policy of religious perse
cution and repression, the Soviet Government 
is especially harsh toward Jews. Soviet Jews 
who wish to observe their religion and pass 
on to their young the richness of their culture 
are subjected to harassment, arrest, physical 
abuse, and incarceration. 

As a result of this treatment by the Govern
ment of their homeland, hundreds of thou
sands of Soviet Jews wish to seek a new 
home where they can live and practice their 
religion in peace and freedom. Israel has been 
eager to assist in the emigration of these 
people by facilitating their resettlement either 
in Israel or a third country. 

One would think that the Soviet Union 
would be only too pleased to allow Soviet 
Jews who wish to leave to do so. As we all 
know, the unfortunate truth is that the Soviet 
Union would rather harass and incarcerate 
these people than allow them to emigrate. 
The Soviets may not like to hear the situation 
described in this manner, but the record 
shows that the description is accurate. 

The Soviet Union has reduced Jewish emi
gration from a high of 51 ,000 in 1979 to 
11 , 140 in 1985. Although the 1985 numbers 
represent a small increase from those allowed 
to emigrate in 1984, it's still a very low 
number when compared with the 375,000 
people who have actually taken the first step 
toward emigration by requesting "invitations" 
from Israel. There are at least 14,000 refuse
niks, whose applications to the Soviet Govern
ment for exit visas have been denied. 

For those Soviet Jews who remain in the 
Soviet Union, trying to practice their religion or 
to emigrate can be dangerous. By the end of 
1985, 15 refuseniks had been sentenced to 
up to 4 years in labor camps, and the crack
down on Hebrew teachers continued with ar
rests, harassment, and beatings. 

The Call to Conscience Vigil is an important 
means of communicating to Soviet officials 
the depth of our concern regarding the plight 
of Soviet Jews. I most strongly urge the 
Soviet Union to abide by its own constitution 
and the international agreements to which it is 
a party by respecting the right to emigrate and 
allowing freedom of religion. 

NATIONAL RAISIN WEEK 

HON. TONY COELHO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. COELHO. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of my 

colleagues BILL THOMAS, CHIP PASHAYAN, 
and RICK LEHMAN, I am pleased to recognize 
April 27 to May 4 as National Raisin Week. 

Raisin grape growers in California have 
seen the value of their properties decline 
sharply in the face of market price declines 
due to large world raisin supplies, subsidized 
international competition, and reduced 
demand from domestic winemakers, as subsi
dized foreign wines cut into California wine 
sales. 
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The raisin industry is fighting back with in

tensified promotional efforts, both domestical
ly and overseas. 

More than 120 new raisin products have 
been introduced during the past 2 years 
through efforts of the raisin industry and in
dustrial-institutional raisin users, pushing raisin 
sales to record levels. 

The success of an overseas promotional 
program for California raisins in Europe has 
prompted the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
to again renew its funding of the program, and 
allocate additional moneys for bulk raisin 
sales production. 

Additionally, the industry is exploring new 
markets overseas, including the People's Re
public of China, and will utilize funding by the 
USDA to promote raisin sales in Taiwan and 
Korea. 

The California Raisin Advisory Board will in
stitute a fall U.S. consumer promotion pro
gram, featuring an eight-page insert in Read
er's Digest magazine to stimulate Thanksgiv
ing, Christmas, and New Year's sales. 

The California raisin industry is the world's 
largest raisin industry, producing and process
ing some one-third of the world's raisin sup
plies. 

The success of the industry is of great sig
nificance to the economic future of many 
thousands of U.S. residents involved in pro
duction, processing and marketing of this 
product that is purchased by millions of con
sumers for eating out of hand, in bakery prod
ucts, for cooking, in cereals, and many other 
uses. 

Additions to the variety of raisin products in
clude ice cream cones, crackers, yogurts, a 
variety of new breads, doughnuts, and even 
raisin pasta. 

The California Raisin Advisory Board merits 
special recognition for its aggressive advertis
ing and research activities, which have dra
matically increased raisin sales in recent 
years. 

Utilizing funds provided by participating pro
ducer and processor members, CALRAB car
ries on its program of advertising and promo
tion in the United States and in countries 
throughout the world, in cooperation with the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture's Foreign Agri
culture Service. 

The Raisin Bargaining Association also 
merits high commendation for bringing grow
ers and packers together in a concerted effort 
to give them a better voice in marketing. 

All other raisin growers and packers also 
deserve a great deal of credit for their efforts 
on behalf of this vital industry, which is facing 
so many challenges today. 

Special commendation is also due the Fed
eral Raisin Administrative Committee and the 
Federal Raisin Advisory Board, who operate 
under Federal marketing orders which have 
done so much to bring about orderly market
ing of raisin crops. 

The raisin industry, which effectively utilizes 
the self-help tools of sales promotion and ad
vertising in the best American tradition, de
serves a special salute during National Raisin 
Week. 
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ANATOLY SHCHARANSKY 

HON. CHESTER G. ATKINS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Speaker, we, the Members 
of the 99th Congress, today officially welcome 
Natan "Anatoly" Shcharansky to the United 
States. It is certainly a great honor to meet 
and pay tribute to this man, who has become 
a major symbol for human rights and religious 
freedom. Yet, in our excitement to greet this 
remarkable man, we must not forget the thou
sands of Jews who remain in the Soviet 
Union; the targets of intimidation, harassment, 
and imprisonment. 

Mr. Shcharansky, a mathematician and 
leading spokesman for the Soviet human 
rights movement, was arrested in March of 
1977 on charges that he was a spy working 
for the United States. He was found guilty of 
treason as well as anti-Soviet agitation, and 
was sentenced to 3 years in prison and 1 0 
years in a labor camp. Throughout his 8 years 
in prison, Mr. Shcharansky encountered inhu
mane conditions, and constant hatred and 
anti-Semitism from the Soviet KGB officers. 
Yet despite attempts to break him both phys
ically and psychologically, Mr. Shcharansky 
never lost his will to survive nor his will to be 
free. 

Anatoly Shcharansky spirit is shared by 
thousands of Jews in the Soviet Union today 
who have also not lost their will to survive nor 
their will to be free. However, unlike Mr. 
Shcharansky, they have not been allowed to 
emigrate. Many who have attempted to public
ly express their human rights have lost their 
jobs and have been falsely accused of an im
prisoned for crimes against the Soviet state. 
Even the relatively few who are allowed to 
leave did so after they had experienced many 
years of financial and personal hardship. 

Thus, on this day when we pay tribute to 
Mr. Shcharansky, we must also take time to 
remember the plight of his fellow prisoners of 
conscience. When we applaud his strength 
and character, we must not forget that they 
too have risked imprisonment in speaking out 
for their beliefs. When we commend his wife 
Avital for her preserverance in her 12 year 
struggle to win her husband's release, we 
must not ignore those whose many long years 
of struggle to gain visas for their Soviet rela
tives have not been rewarded. When we 
praise Mr. Shcharansky's dedication to pre
serving human rights and religious freedom, 
we must not overlook their dedication to this 
cause, for it is this devotion that has made 
them criminals in the eyes of the Soviet Gov
ernment. When we greet Mr. Shcharansky and 
see his smile of freedom, let us not forget the 
tears of oppression that stream down the 
faces of the Soviet Jewish community. 

So, Mr. Speaker, let us rise, in a bipartisan 
spirit, and give Anatoly Shcharansky the 
hero's welcome he so richly deserves. Yet, as 
we do, let us not forget the "heroes" whom 
he left behind in the Soviet Union. 
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NATIONAL HOMELESSNESS 

AWARENESS WEEK 

HON.EDWARDJ.MARKEY 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing a resolution designating the week of 
May 19, 1986, "National Homelessness 
Awareness Week." 

We live in the wealthiest country in the 
world, yet thousands of our fellow citizens are 
forced to live in the streets-squatting in 
abandoned buildings, living in emergency 
shelters, and, in the worst cases, freezing to 
death on park benches. Homelessness has 
become a national emergency. 

Estimates of the number of homeless Amer
icans range from 350,000 to 3 million. There 
are only half as many beds in shelters as 
there are people in need of them. This prob
lem is not likely to subside: Last year, in 22 
major cities, the demand for emergency shel
ter increased 22 percent, according to a 
survey by the U.S. Conference of Mayors. 

The first step toward a solution is raising 
public awareness. Fortunately, this issue will 
be receiving a great deal of attention in the 
coming week. Monday night, at 8:30 p.m., 
CBS will air a movie depicting the struggle of 
Mitch Snyder and the Community for Creative 
Non-Violence to find shelter for the homeless 
of Washington. On Sunday, May 25, millions 
of Americans will join Hands across America 
in the fight against hunger. 

Congress should support these private 
sector efforts. Today I am introducing a reso
lution to designate the week of May 19, 1986 
as "National Homelessness Awareness 
Week," which would focus public and govern
ment attention on this rapidly increasing trage
dy in order to stimulate more action on this 
long-overlooked issue. 

Unfortunately, the Federal response to this 
problem has been inadequate, disorganized, 
and ineffective, according to a report by the 
House Committee on Government Operations. 
Every year since 1983, the President has at
tempted to eliminate the only Federal program 
that provides direct monetary assistance to 
the homeless-the Fe jeral Emergency Man
agement Agency's Em3rgency Food and Shel
ter Distribution Program. Congress has con
sistently supported this program, as the fol
lowing chart shows: 
The FEMA Program funding levels by fiscal 

year 
[Amounts in millions) 

1983: 
RR 1 ••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

CF 2 ...................................................... . 

1984: 

0 
100 
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But beyond stopgap measures, we must 

also develop long-term solutions for the un
derlying causes of homelessness, such as the 
shortage of low-income housing, the deinstitu
tionalization of the mentally ill, and unemploy
ment. The deep budget cuts in federally subsi
dized housing and community development 
programs proposed by the administration can 
only exacerbate the homelessness problem. 

Only a combination of Federal, State, and 
local governments, along with private-sector 
groups and an informed citizenry, can hope to 
alleviate homelessness. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in addressing this national tragedy 
by supporting a "National Homelessness 
Awareness Week." 

LEGISLATION TO PREVENT USE 
OF TAX-FREE INDUSTRIAL 
BONDS 

HON.BYRONL.DORGAN 
OF NORTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Speaker, 

today I am introducing legislation to prevent 
the use of tax-free industrial bonds to finance 
increased milk production. 

It's no secret that we have an overproduc
tion problem in virtually every sector of the ag
ricultural economy. For several years now, we 
have tried to address surplus dairy production 
through a series of supply management pro
grams which have been, in large part, produc
er-financed. 

The 1984-85 Dairy Diversion Program suc
cessfully reduced dairy production by 8 billion 
pounds at a savings of $1 billion to the tax
payers. 

The recently announced Dairy Termination 
Program, "whole-herd buyout" program, will 
attempt to remove a total of 12.28 billion 
pounds of milk production over the next 18 
months. Producers who signed up for the pro
gram have to stay out of dairying for 5 years, 
thus dairy farmers have made great strides to 
deal with the domestic surplus we face in the 
dairy industry. 

So far in 1986, the major changes in eco
nomic conditions facing the dairy farmer have 
included the reduction in the price-support 
level, product markets demoralized in anticipa
tion of April 1 and July 1 price-support reduc
tions and the end of the Diversion Program. 

Yet, despite the scenario just presented, a 

RR ........................................................ . 
CF ....................................................... .. 

1985: 
RR ........................................................ . 
CF ........................................................ . 

plan has been announced by which Masstock 
International will set up a string of dairies in 
southwest Georgia with an initial $6 million in
vestment and an initial 1 ,000 new dairy cows. 
Part of that investment, $4.5 million, is being 

0 financed by tax-free bonds issued by Macon 
4° County, GA. Eventually this firm intends to 
o milk 1 0,000 to 20,000 new dairy cows in their 

90 operation. 
1986: 

RR ........................................................ . 
CF .......... .............................................. . 

1987: 
RR ........................................................ . 
CF ..... .. ....................... .......................... . 
1 President Reagan's budget request. 
2 Congressional funding. 

It is a foolish policy to have taxpayers 
0 spend millions of dollars to try to control milk 

70 production at the same time we're giving tax 

0 breaks to foreign companies to start new dairy 
operations. This completely defeats the pur
pose of industrial development bonds and is a 
tax loophole which must be closed. 
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The legislation that I am introducing would 

put a $250,000 limit on industrial development 
bonds used to buy land, dairy equipment, and 
livestock for first-time farmers, and most im
portant, it would impose a complete ban on 
these companies from using tax-free industrial 
development bonds to start new herds. 

This is a problem which needs to be ad
dressed. I believe that the industrial develop
ment bonds should be used for their original 
purpose and not to further increase milk pro
duction when our Government is already 
spending funds to reduce our milk surpluses. 

A SALUTE TO LADY LIBERTY 

HON.RAYMONDJ.McGRATH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure 

to share with my colleagues a beautiful poem 
written by Miss Frances Paula Garistina. This 
poem is written to salute the Statue of Liberty 
in honor of Lady Liberty's upcoming 1 OOth 
birthday. Miss Garistina is a member of the 
Rockville Centre Fortnightly Club which was 
founded in 1898. It is an honor for me to rep
resent a constituent who has such a fine 
sense of our Nation's spirit and pride. 

AN ODE TO THE STATUE OF LIBERTY 

To all the things we knew so well, 
To all our kin we bade farewell. 
A tearful adieu to our native sod 
As westward bound our ship did plod. 
Across the Atlantic so broad and deep, 
To take us to America a promise to keep 
Of new hope, new life, new expectation 
In a land abound with inspiration. 
A rough trip, a long voyage, 
A bewildered scramble for our luggage, 
Our hearts aflutter with joy and fear, 
But, 0 dear God, at last we're here! 
In sight of America with streets of gold; 
Where there is no hunger we are told; 
Where Freedom rings and jobs abound, 
And happiness is all around. 
Our ship approaches in the dark, 
Our eyes are lifted to the spark 
Of the torch held high in hand 
By the goddess of our new land. 
Unknown to us at the time, 
That stately figure so sublime 
Was to be for us a symbol bright; 
For millions, a hope in freedom's might! 
There she stands so grand and tall 
To welcome us both big and small. 
In her noble hand a declaration 
Of rights that formed a great new nation. 
To all newcomers to her shores 
She opens up so many doors 
To Life, and Liberty, and Happiness 
And any measure of success. 
Years sped on-Americans we became 
And learned that Liberty was her name; 
That for many years she lighted the shore 
For those to come for ever more. 
As we sailed by her into the bay 
On that far-off and distant day, 
I was, then, not at all aware 
That many a time I'd be back there, 
To tell Miss Liberty that she is to me 
A symbol of the land of the free. 
My aching heart of years of yore 
Is now full of gratitude and more; 
For the great land she symbolizes 
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This new American idealizes; 
And raises a voice to shout and sing; 
"God Bless America" -Let Freedom Ring! 
Ever from sea to shining sea, 
0 God, our counry 'tis of Thee. 
May your torch gleam bright, 0 Liberty, 
O'er the land of the brave and the home of 

the free. 
For one hundred years you played your part 
For those who came with an open heart. 
0 Hope of the many millions more, 
Yea-E'er lift thy lamp beside the golden 

door! 
-Frances Paula Garistina 

A TRIBUTE TO EAGLE SCOUT 
NICHOLAS W. YEVITZ III 

HON. JOSEPH M. McDADE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. McDADE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

recognize an outstanding young man from the 
1Oth Congressional District of . Pennsylvania, 
Nicholas W. Yevitz Ill. I am pleased to bring 
Nick to the attention of my colleagues since 
he has been chosen for promotion to the rank 
of Eagle Scout at a ceremony on June 7, 
1986, at Immaculate Conception Church in 
Scranton. 

After advancing through Cub Scouts and 
obtaining the Arrow of Light, Cub Scouting's 
highest achievement, Nick joined Troop 84 in 
1983. In earning the rank of Eagle Scout, Nick 
has obtained all 12 skill awards, 33 merit 
badges, the Light is Life religious award for 
Eastern Rite Catholic Scouts, and numerous 
other Scouting honors, including election into 
the Order of the Arrow. For his Eagle service 
project, Nick organized and conducted a 
beautification project at the cemetery of St. 
John's Byzantine Catholic Church. During his 
tenure with the troop, Nick has attended the 
1985 National Scout Jamboree at Camp A.P. 
Hill, Virginia, summer camp at Goose Pond 
Scout Reservation, and numerous hikes, in
cluding the Valley Forge Historical Trail and 
Gettysburg Historical Trail, campouts and 
other Scouting activities. Last year he was 
elected to serve as an honorary member of 
the City Council of the City of Scranton during 
Scout Week in Government. Nick is presently 
serving as a patrol leader of the Wolf Pack 
Patrol. He is an eighth-grade honors student 
at East Scranton Intermediate School where 
he is active in school activities. In March, he 
was awarded second place in the Pennsylva
nia Junior Academy of Science Fair for his 
study of turtles. He has been a member of the 
East Scranton Ball Club since 1980, first with 
their farm league, then with their Little League, 
and now is playing with their Babe Ruth Club. 
He was selected to play on the 1984 and 
1985 all-star teams, and the days that his 
team is not playing, he is often at the ball field 
complex as a spectator, cheering others on to 
victory. 

Mr. Speaker, I deem it a great honor to join 
with the residents of the 1Oth Congressional 
District in congratulating Nicholas W. Yevitz Ill 
on the occasion of his obtaining the rank of 
Eagle Scout. Nick has demonstrated that he is 
an outstanding Scout, community member, 
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student and American citizen. I ask my col
leagues to please join with me in wishing him 
every success in the future. 

HONOR PROMISES MADE TO 
AMERICA'S SENIOR CITIZENS 

HON. LAWRENCE COUGHUN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, James Roo
sevelt's National Committee to Preserve 
Social Security and Medicare raises a lot of 
dust around here. Maybe we need to be 
stirred up to do things to benefit America's 
senior citizens. All that Mr. Roosevelt has 
urged us to do is to honor the promises we 
have already made to America's senior citi
zens to provide them adequate retirement 
income and health care security. 

America's senior citizens want us to pre
serve their Social Security and Medicare ben
efits. They want an independent Social Securi
ty agency and safeguards for their Social Se
curity Trust Funds. They want protection from 
catastrophic health care costs. And they want 
us to guarantee quality care in hospitals and 
nursing homes. 

This is what National Committee members 
are telling me when they write me letters at 
Mr. Roosevelt's request. They are thoughtful 
and well-informed. This is a great service to 
us in our continuing efforts to represent Amer
icans of all ages. 

My colleagues who criticize the National 
Committee for so-called scare tactics are 
missing the point. The reason over 3 million 
Americans have become members of the Na
tional Committee and support Mr. Roosevelt's 
efforts with contributions is because they 
agree with him that the problems are indeed 
scary. They want someone like Mr. Roosevelt 
who will fight to protect their benefits and who 
will not rest until he succeeds. 

Mr. Roosevelt and his members have been 
instrumental in slowing down Medicare premi
um increases, restraining doctor's fees and 
guaranteeing the Social Security COLA. The 
National Committee is not an enemy but an 
ally to those of us who want to protect senior 
citizens from cuts. 

I for one am joining Mr. Roosevelt and his 
members in this latest campaign to improve 
the quality of care Medicare beneficiaries re
ceive in hospitals. I want to praise him for his 
recent initiative to educate his members about 
their rights to quality hospital care and how to 
appeal if they receive poor quality care. And I 
agree with him that we need legislation to im
prove the protection of Medicare patients. 

Mr. Roosevelt speaks for millions of senior 
citizens. I respect him and the members of the 
National Committee. I want to work with them 
to preserve Social Security and Medicare for 
all Americans. I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 



10558 
A CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 

GLORIA WALL 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to Gloria Wall, one of my dis
trict's leading businesswomen, who will be 
honored for her many contributions to the 
community by the Harbor District of the Boy 
Scouts of America at their 1Oth annual "Citi
zen of the Year" dinner on May 17, 1986 in 
San Pedro, CA. 

Born on Terminal Island, CA, in 1920, Gloria 
Wall attended the Mary Star of the Sea Ele
mentary School and Junior High School. She 
then went to Immaculate Heart High School 
and College. She received a business degree 
from Immaculate Heart College, where she 
minored in music. 

In the 1940's, Gloria Wall married Andy 
Wall. Together, they had five children. While 
her children were at school, Mrs. Wall was 
active in the parents club and was a substitute 
teacher. She also was a member of the Altar 
Society, and sang with the senior choir at the 
Mary Star of the Sea Church. 

In addition to her fine work as a mother and 
church leader, Gloria Wall, has been a very 
successful businesswoman. Along with her 
late husband, Andy, she purchased the AI 
Larson Boat Shop & Marina in 1959. Today, 
she is president of the AI Larson Boat Shop & 
Marina, the owner of the Oyster Wharf Res
taurant & San Pedro Marina, and on the board 
of directors of the National Bank of Catalina. 

Gloria Wall, in addition to running several 
flourishing businesses, and being an active 
parent and church leader, has devoted time 
and energy to a number of community activi
ties. A short list of her community activities, 
would include her position as a director of the 
Bay Harbor Hospital and a member of the San 
Pedro Historical Society. Clearly, it would take 
far too much time to list all the contributions 
that Gloria Wall has given to the people of 
San Pedro and the neighboring communities. I 
am sure that Mrs. Wall will continue to be a 
positive force in San Pedro's business, reli
gious and civic organizations. 

It is with great pride that my wife, Lee, joins 
me in congratulating Gloria Wall on this spe
cial occasion. She is truly deserving of this 
special recognition by the Harbor District of 
the Boy Scouts of America. We wish Gloria, 
her children-Andy, Jack, George, Chris and 
T eri, and her grandchildren-John, Andrea, 
Kirstin, David, Lisa, Jeffrey, Heather, and Lyri
cia, continued success and all the best in the 
years ahead. 

THE JOHN A. GANNON CENTER 
FOR BURNS AND TRAUMA 

HON. EDWARD F. FEIGHAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, trauma, the 

result of a sudden, serious, and life threaten-
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ing injury, strikes 69 million Americans each 
year. It is the leading cause of death for 
people under the age of 40. Often, the differ
ence between life or death rests on the qual
ity, swiftness, and decisiveness of care re
ceived immediately after an injury, a time 
known as "the Golden Hour," the moments 
immediately following a car crash, industrial 
accident, a fall or a fire. 

The Greater Cleveland area has been fortu
nate. Cleveland Metropolitan General Hospital 
has received national distinction for the quality 
of its trauma care facility. Meeting rigorous 
standards for quality, performance, and orga
nization, Cleveland Metro is verified as a level 
I trauma center by the American College of 
Surgeons, recognizing Metro's capacity to pro
vide the necessary surgeons, staff, facilities, 
and technology to deliver swift, efficient, life
saving care, 24 hours a day. 

Recently, Cleveland Metro enhanced its 
ability to provide swift care to burn victims 
with the groundbreaking for the new John A. 
Gannon Center for Burns and Trauma. With 
the construction of a two-story addition to the 
south building of the hospital and the reloca
tion of the burn unit and surgical intensive 
care unit, burn patients will be provided in
stant access to surgical and emergency serv
ices. A heliport will be situated on the roof of 
the addition, increasing the speed with which 
burn patients can be treated. 

John A. Gannon, for whom the new center 
is named, has served the Greater Cleveland 
area as a firefighter for more than 30 years. 1 
am honored to consider Jack a friend, a man 
whose contribution to the quality of life in our 
area can never be underestimated. Through 
his dedicated and generous spirit and his un
compromising sense of purpose, Jack Gannon 
has become a model of achievement and 
community spirit, a leader and an inspiration. 

As president of Cleveland Firefighters Local 
93, Jack devoted himself to the tasks of im
proving the quality of care needed in burn and 
trauma units. His commitment has continued, 
through years of service in Cuyahoga County. 
He is a past vice president of the Cleveland 
Federation of Labor, the Ohio AFL-CIO, and 
former international vice president of the Inter
national Association of Firefighters' largest 
district. He was still fighting fires with the busi
est engine company in Cleveland when he 
was elected to the presidency of the IAFF in 
1980. 

As a trustee of the Cuyahoga County hospi
tal system in the 1970's, Jack was instrumen
tal in establishing the burn unit at Cleveland 
Metro, so it is very appropriate that the new 
and expanded burn and trauma center ben
amed in his honor. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that you and all the 
Members of the House will join me in extend
ing our appreciation for the services of fire
fighters such as Jack Gannon. I know that in 
the Greater Cleveland area, Jack Gannon's 
deep and lasting contribution to the quality of 
our trauma services will always be appreciat
ed. His service and commitment represent the 
best characteristics of concern and caring, 
and his efforts will have the added distinction 
of saving lives. What nobler gift has any man 
to offer? 
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A TRIBUTE TO JACK LAZARD, 

JR. 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, the Honorable 

Jack LaZard, Jr., Manager-Postmaster of 
Brooklyn Management Sectional Center is 
leaving the Brooklyn community, moving on to 
greater challenges. His area of responsibility 
included postal facilities in Brooklyn and 
Staten Island communities with a work force 
of 6,500 employees. Even though his tenure 
in Brooklyn has been brief, his accomplish
ments have been many. 

The goal of every postmaster is to make 
their office number one. LaZard was no ex
ception, but he was exceptional. He achieved 
his goal. 

Special recognition was given to Brooklyn 
Post Office in 1984 and 1985 for outstanding 
Express Mail performance, reductions in sick 
leave usage, and industrial accidents. La
Zard's long list of achievements include the 
opening of five mobile postal units, two postal 
convenience centers, stamp vending ma
chines in post office lobbies, deployment of 
over 50,000 postal lock boxes, open house 
and tour marketing. He has uplifted employ
ees morale by initiating the first Annual Em
ployee Recognition Day, the Employee Image 
Program, and promoting an aggressive Safety 
Awareness Program. 

Jack LaZard, Jr.'s distinguished postal 
career began 37 years ago in St. Louis, MO. 
Possessing a keen mind, a desire for knowl
edge and having tremendous perseverance, 
he developed the wherewithal that qualified 
him for advancements through the ranks from 
distribution clerk in 1949 to management posi
tion in 1966. 

His climb from then on was meteoric. Fore
man of mails, foreman of station operations, 
manager and assistant superintendent of sta
tions and branches, acting acounting assistant 
and finance examiner highlight his early 
career. 

Successive advancements later made him 
superintendent of mail processing at St. Louis, 
MO Bulk Mail Center, postmaster of Floris
sant, Ml and Sectional Center Manager/Post
master of East St. Louis, IL where he was re
sponsible for 206 associate post offices. In 
each of these management positions, he has 
served with enthusiasm, creative ability and 
vision in a manner that increased the efficien
cy of the Postal Service. 

Early in life Jack realized the importance of 
edcuation and excellence. He received a 4-
year academic scholarship to St. Louis univer
sity. Nevertheless, family and military commit
ments prevented him from completing the 4-
year curriculum. But he never lost hope. While 
in the military on special assignment as a 
cryptographer for counter intelligence, Jack 
continued his formal education. He completed 
several college courses while stationed in the 
Pacific. 

Years later, Jack LaZard did attain that B.A. 
degree, as well as a master's degree in man
agement and public administration from Web-
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ster University in Missouri. He has demon
strated his appreciation for education on many 
occasions. At postal training seminars, he is 
such a dynamic facilitator that his workshops 
are over subscribed. 

Extending a helping hand typifies Jack's 
community involvement. That involvement has 
earned his countless achievement awards and 
recognition for his unselfish support tendered 
to organizations in New York, Illinois, and Mis
souri. The community organizations include 
president of the Better Brooklyn Committee, 
board of directors of the Navy Yard Boys 
Club, Rotary International, and American Red 
Cross, Cancer Society, East St. Louis Jay
cees, Florissant Valley Kiwanis Club, and the 
Monsignor Butler Neighborhood Program. He 
is a member of the National Association of 
Postmasters. 

The combination of qualities that have 
thrust Jack from the ranks to one of the high
est pinnacles in the Postal Service are truly 
remarkable in a postal career. Deep under
standing of human nature, organizational and 
administrative brillance, sagacity, eloquence, 
and charity, have all blended in this man to 
produce an amalgam of excellence. 

Jack, we wish you well, long life and lasting 
prosperity. Your job here was outstanding. 

A TRIBUTE TO EDWARD 
HOLLOWAY 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the late Edward L. Holloway of 
Cleveland, a fine citizen, civic leader and edu
cator, who was recently honored by the Ohio 
Education Association with the posthumous 
presentation of a 1986 Human Relations 
Award. The award was accepted by his 
widow, Mrs. Cynthia M. Holloway, at the Ohio 
Education Association Awards Banquet held 
on May 2, 1986. 

Mr. Speaker, this latest award is a fitting 
climax to Mr. Holloway's list of accomplish
ments in the field of education. He retired in 
1975 from the Cleveland public school system 
after a teaching career of over 30 years. Over 
and beyond his classroom work, Mr. Holloway 
had been active in several teacher organiza
tions and as a lobbyist for education with gov
ernmental agencies. 

He has honored in 1966 for distinguished 
service with the North Eastern Ohio Teachers 
Association; in 1972, for outstanding service 
on the executive committee of classroom 
teachers of the Ohio Education Association. 
He received a citation from the National Edu
cation Association for service as a delegate 
and member of the Finance Committee. He 
and Mrs. Holloway attended the national con
ventions for 25 consecutive years, often as 
delegates. In 1982, Mr. Holloway's alma 
mater, Illinois State University, cited him for 
outstanding service in the community, and in 
1985, he received an honorary bachelor's 
degree from the Elderhostel Program at the 
university. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the good fortune to 
know Edward Holloway and was well-ac-
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quainted with his community work. In 1983, I 
selected him as one of two senior interns 
from the 21st District of Ohio. Mr. Holloway 
came to Capitol Hill for 1 week to observe the 
democratic process here in the U.S. Con
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, it was both a pleasure and an 
honor to know Edward Holloway. I congratu
late his lovely wife Cynthia and his family on 
his receipt of a 1986 Humanitarian Award. I 
would like the RECORD to reflect my pride in 
the accomplishments of Edward Holloway, an 
outstanding citizen of Cleveland, OH and a 
fine man. 

THE lOOTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
BAKERY AND TOBACCO 
WORKERS UNION 

HON. DOUG WALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, it is my privi

lege today to commend the Bakery, Confec
tionery & Tobacco Workers International 
Union on the occasion of that union's 1 OOth 
anniversary as a social and economic force in 
this country. 

The Pittsburgh area, which I represent, has 
a long history of labor unions and is one of 
the birthplaces of the modern labor move
ment. One of the founding segments of what 
is now the Bakery, Confectionery & Tobacco 
Workers International Union was the Journey
men Bakers National and was founded in 
Pittsburgh in 1886. 

These workers began their long struggle for 
social reform and economic justice in difficult 
times. The late 19th century was an era 
marked by strife as employers often tried any 
means to slow their workers' efforts to band 
together in pursuit of higher wages, shorter 
hours and better working conditions. 

However, the trade unionists prevailed in 
their organizing and collective bargaining ef
forts and, as they signed each new employer 
to a contract, they extended to that employer 
the privilege of using the union label which 
became both a symbol of quality workmanship 
and a signal to the general public that the 
product was made under fair working condi
tions. 

Down through the years, the unions of 
bakery and tobacco workers pioneered a 
broad range of economic and social rights for 
their members. They broke new ground when 
they merged in 1978 to form the Bakery, Con
fectionery & Tobacco Workers International 
Union, because changing economic conditions 
were giving birth to similar mergers of major 
tobacco and baking companies. So these 
unionists have shown that they are flexible 
and can adjust to the changing needs of the 
times. 

Throughout this first century, the Bakery, 
Confectionery & Tobacco Workers Internation
al Union has been remarkably effective in rais
ing the standard of living of its members and 
the quality of life of the Nation as a whole by 
ensuring fair labor practices and quality work
manship. Based on this record, I am confident 
that the Bakery, Confectionery & Tobacco 
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Workers International Union will continue to 
grow and serve an important role in our socie
ty. 

I wish to extend my best wishes to the 
Bakery, Confectionery & Tobacco Workers 
International Union and to wish its members 
good fortune as they enter their second cen
tury of service. 

NATIONAL ANDREI SAKHAROV 
DAY 

HON. JACK F. KEMP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from Maryland, the co
chairman of the Helsinki Commission and my 
cosponsor on this resolution for his leadership 
and unflagging efforts, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GILMAN] and the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK] for their 
contribution in making this a truly bipartisan 
effort. 

I recently had the honor of meeting Dr. 
Yelena Bonner, wife of Dr. Andrei Sakharov 
and a leader in the fight for freedom in her 
own right. Dr. Bonner was in the United States 
to obtain the medical treatment she so des
perately needed, which she could not get in 
the Soviet Union. Dr. Bonner took advantage 
of the opportunity to visit with her children, 
who reside in Boston, and with Members of 
Congress who are concerned with her fate, 
and that of her husband. The fact that Dr. 
Bonner was allowed to leave at all, even tem
porarily and without her husband, was most 
likely the result of the intensive campaign 
launched by governments and individuals the 
world over who are concerned with the issue 
of human rights, and appalled by the treat
ment the Soviets accord those citizens who 
dare to voice their dissent from the estab
lished party line. 

But "or. Bonner must return to the internal 
exile she shares with her noted husband, 
Nobel Prize laureate Andrei Sakharov. Iron
ically, she is scheduled to return on Andrei 
Sakharov Day. It is a crime of international 
proportion that these two individuals should 
be so poorly treated by their country of birth. 
Separated from their families, sentenced to in
ternal exile for more than 6 years in a closed 
city, cut off from nearly all communication, 
denied necessary medical treatment, these 
two individuals still maintain their courageous 
stance. 

It is important that we declare a national 
commemorative day on Dr. Sakharov's birth
day to honor Dr. Sakharov and his wife, Dr. 
Bonner, and all others who suffer under the 
oppressive Soviet regime. This signals the So
viets that no matter how tightly the govern
ment may try to contain internal dissent, the 
courage of the dissidents, the refuseniks, will 
shine like a beacon for all the world to see. 
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TRIBUTE TO HELEN HENDRICKS 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to an exceptional American, a 
remarkable woman who has advanced the 
American dream in her own life. 

Helen Hendricks has enriched our society, 
and the Queens community in particular, by 
investing inspiration and perspiration to help 
young people prepare to assume roles as 
constructive citizens, effective leaders, and 
productive members of their professions. 
Through her work, she has helped countless 
young Americans build their opportunity for 
professional success and community service. 

Always a professional in outlook and stand
ards Helen Hendricks began her career as a 
Secretary in the dean of Students Office at 
Queens College of the City University of New 
York. There, with great patience and humor, 
she challenged students to set and achieve 
goals for their own and their community's ben
efit. Her loyalty and respect for the academic 
community, and her genuine love and regard 
for the university family, were evident in every 
contact she had, in every role and responsibil
ity she carried out. 

Living the values she preached, Helen con
tinued her own education at Queens College 
and was graduated Magna Cum Laude in 
1978. Following that, she was appointed as 
an Assistant to the dean and Advisor of Pre:
Law, Pre-Medicine and Pre-Business students. 
In that capacity, she has guided, encouraged, 
and motivated hundreds of minority and 
women students to the successful entry and 
completion of graduate professional educa
tion. 

Helen Hendrick's example affirms the value 
of integrity, hard work, love of learning, and 
love of humankind. She is proof that one 
person can make a difference, because her 
contribution has made a difference for genera
tions of students in my district and my city, 
and will continue to make a difference through 
succeeding generations. 

Mr. Speaker, I am one of the Queens Col
lege students Helen helped turn to the good. I 
am especially proud now to join in applauding 
her achievements and her contributions. 
Queens College and its alumni will honor 
Helen Hendricks, by creating a scholarship 
fund in her name at a celebration dinner in 
Queens on May 17. It is a most fitting tribute. I 
am happy to join in the applause, and invite 
my colleagues to join me in commending her 
for the example she has set and continues to 
set for all of us. 

THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE CLASS OF 1961 OF PROVI
DENCE COLLEGE 

HON. FERNAND J. ST GERMAIN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, it is with 

great honor that I speak before my colleagues 
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today to congratulate Providence College's 
Class of 1961 on their 25th Anniversary. This 
fine group of men deserve special recognition 
because of the many outstanding leaders it 
has provided to the Rhode Island community. 
Its members represent top-notch profession
als in the fields of business, law, medicine and 
social services. 

It's not hard for me to time-machine my 
memory back to what was happening 25 
years ago when these men were receiving 
their diplomas. 

Nineteen hundred and sixty-one was the 
year I first entered Congress. For as much as 
I would like to believe that to be the Nation's 
number one news story of the time, I'm afraid 
there were a few other headlines that year. 
John F. Kennedy was our president. Relations 
between the United States and Cuba were 
reaching alarming lows and culminating in the 
Bay of Pigs fiasco. In the air, Alan Shephard 
flew the first United States manual suborbital 
space flight. On the ground, people were 
dancing the Hully-Gully and listening to 
"Where the Boys Are." The Yankees beat the 
Reds in the World Series to become base
ball's best for the year. 

That's what was going on in the world that 
anxiously awaited these young men. It was up 
to them to determine what contributions they 
would make. Judging by their achievements 
and energies spent helping the surrounding 
community over the past 25 years, I'd say 
they did pretty well for themselves. Again, 
congratulations. 

THE SAUDI ARMS SALE 

HON. DENNY SMITH 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. DENNY SMITH. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the House overwhelmingly approved H.J. Res. 
589, disapproving the sale of our latest tech
nology missiles to Saudi Arabia. 

As a cosponsor of this resolution, I am 
pleased that ·it passed by such a decisive 
margin. The 356-to-62 vote sends a strong 
signal to the Saudis that their foreign policy 
does not go unnoticed by the Congress. While 
certainly more moderate than many of the 
Middle Eastern nations, Saudi Arabia has still 
taken actions and stands hostile to United 
States foreign policy interests. 

The Saudis were quite vocal last month in 
their condemnation of the United States retali
atory raid on Tripoli. Libya is a known sponsor 
of terrorism throughout the world. It also has 
as its goal the destruction of the Nation of 
Israel. Saudi Arabia's support of Libya is long
standing. Even prior to the United States air 
strike, the Saudis vowed to replenish any 
losses to Libya resulting from United States 
economic sanctions. 

In addition to its stand on Libya, Saudi 
Arabia continues to undermine United States 
efforts to help achieve a lasting Arab-Israeli 
peace. The Saudis opposed the Camp David 
process, and to this day they continue to 
punish Egypt for making peace with Israel. 
Saudi Arabia continues to lead the Arab boy
cott of Israel. 
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Equally disturbing is Saudi Arabia's open 

endorsement of the PLO, another bastion of 
terrorist activity. Saudi support for the PLO is 
substantial: $28 million last year alone. 

The United States must not reward such ac
tions with our latest military hardware. The 
President's arms sale request includes Side
winder air-to-air and Harpoon antiship mis
siles, as well as 800 Stinger antiaircraft mis
siles. Because the Stinger is a shoulder-fired 
weapon, it has been described as an ideal 
weapon for terrorists. Selling 800 of these 
weapons to a nation that overtly supports 
Libya and the PLO is certainly not in the best 
interest of the United States. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like to reit
erate my opposition to this, or any other, arms 
sale that compromises U.S. national security 
interests. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. GENE 
FRANKEL 

HON. DON FUQUA 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to pay tribute to Dr. 
Eugene Frankel, who passed away on May 6. 

Gene served from 1980 to 1985 on the pro
fessional staff of the Committee on Science 
and Technology, specializing in conservation 
and renewable energy research and develop
ment. We all profited from his expert counsel 
during this period when he was a senior 
member of the staff of the Subcommittee on 
Energy Development and Applications. 

Gene had a distinguished career in both 
scholarship and public service. At the time of 
his death, he was a senior analyst in the Sci
ence, Education, and Transportation Program 
of the Office of Technology Assessment, 
where he had just completed the direction of 
two major studies: "Demographic Trends and 
the Scientific and Engineering Work Force" 
and "Research Funding as an Investment: 
Can We Measure the Returns?" These stud
ies were performed at the request of the Com
mittee on Science and Technology's Task 
Force on Science Policy, and they will serve 
as important inputs to the Task Force's com
prehensive 2-year review of the Nation's sci
ence policy. 

Prior to his congressional service, Gene 
worked for 3 years as program manager and 
policy analyst in renewable energy for the De
partment of Energy. Holder of a Ph.D. in the 
history of science from Princeton University 
and a master's degree in physics from Rut
ger's University, Gene taught both physics 
and the history of science at Trinity College in 
Hartford and technology studies for the Five 
College Consortium-Amherst, Hampshire 
College, Mount Holyoke, Smith, and the Uni
versity of Massachusetts-in the Amherst
Northampton region. 

My wife, Nancy, and I join with other Mem
bers and congressional staff in expressing our 
deep sympathy to Gene's wife, Jane, his son, 
Gabriel, and to other members of his family. 
We shall always value his contributions to his 
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profession and his dedication to colleagues 
and friends. 

1986 PROJECT INDEPENDENCE 
AWARD RECIPIENTS 

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is 

with gratitude and pride that I join the Office 
of Services to the Aging of the State of Michi
gan in honoring a very special program and its 
coordinators. The Adjacent Generational Ex
change Program [AGE], headquartered in the 
Royal Oak Senior Citizen Center, is coordinat
ed by Kay Mueller and Marguerite Kane. Ms. 
Kane is the senior citizen coordinator for the 
community, and Ms Mueller is the AGE pro
gram coordinator. 

Together, these women have developed a 
program that has provided 7,468 hours of vol
unteer aid to 8, 772 clients in Royal Oak. They 
have trained 210 volunteers to provide assist
ance to the elderly residents of the communi
ty. Ms. Mueller has developed a sophisticated 
volunteer recruitment and monitoring process 
which includes a careful screening process 
and rigorous training program. She is a regis
tered nurse and has designed the training pro
gram to include such areas as biological and 
psychological changes of aging, communica
tion skills, working with the impaired, handling 
emergencies, and understanding Alzheimer's 
disease. 

These women have worked diligently to 
make the community recognize the need for 
volunteer activity in the field of aging which is 
faced with budget cuts and a greater demand 
for services than ever before. They have as
sembled and trained a work force of over 200 
people who are willing to give of themselves 
in the service of others, and have directed 
those efforts with dedication and genuine con
cern. Their outstanding record of achievement 
has led the State of Michigan Office of Serv
ices to the Aging, to award the 1986 Project 
lndepenaence Award to Marguerite Kane and 
Kay Mueller, and to the AGE Program. I con
gratulate each of these fine women and all of 
the volunteers who have worked so hard to 
improve the quality of life for so many of our 
senior citizens, and I commend them for their 
endeavors. 

1986 TEACHER BONUS AWARD 
WINNERS 

HON. WILLIAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, in order for our 

educational institutions to move ahead and 
meet the demands of tomorrow, it is neces
sary that more attention be given to the work 
of our teachers. I believe our teachers, educa
tors of our children and essential components 
of our education system, deserve increased 
recognition. To assist in this effort, I have initi-
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a ted the Fifth Congressional District Teacher 
Bonus Award Program. 

While only in its third year, this program has 
attracted many distinguished participants from 
throughout my congressional district. This past 
Saturday, May 1 0, I sponsored an awards 
breakfast to honor this year's 16 outstanding 
teachers. They were recognized for being in
strumental in promoting academic excellence 
in their respective schools and for exhibiting a 
special enthusiasm for the teaching profes
sion. Each recipient received a congressional 
award plaque and a $50 savings bond. 

Mr. Speaker, the following teachers have 
been selected as the 1986 Teacher Bonus 
Award winners: Mr. Robert Graziano, Industrial 
Skills Center; Mr. Kenneth Cink, Farragut 
Career Academy; Ms. Joyce E. Combest, 
Pickard Elementary School; Ms. Winifred 
Bugyie, John Spry Elementary School; Mrs. 
Elaine Pro, Burroughs Elementary School; Mr. 
Edward Krestel, Dorn Elementary School; 
Miss Loretta Mayes, Wilkins Junior High 
School; Ms. Ann L. Fultz, Holden Elementary 
School; Ms. Janie Daniels, Bridgeport Catholic 
Academy; Mrs. Cheryl Deau, Mark Sheridan 
Academy; Sister Bernadette Schvach, B.V.M., 
St. Odilo Elementary School; Mrs. Rebecca 
Evers, Curie Metro High School; Miss Kath
leen Sheehy, Nathan Hale School; Mr. Louis 
Ricci, Kennedy High School; Miss Leticia L. 
Gonzalez, Saucedo Magnet Elementary 
School; and Miss Lisa Pohl, District 99-
Cicero. 

KILDEE PAYS TRIBUTE TO MRS. 
DELLA A. HAMMOND 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring to the attention of my colleagues and 
the Nation an installation ceremony that will 
be held Saturday, May 17, 1986 in Dearborn, 
Ml, honoring Mrs. Della M. Hammond. Mrs. 
Hammond is being installed as the 1986-87 
president of the Michigan Federation of Busi
ness and Professional Women's Clubs, Inc. 

Mrs. Hammond has unselfishly dedicated 
herself to the people of her community as a 
member of the Lapeer County Department of 
Social Services for nearly 30 years. During 
that time, she has committed herself to the 
human service needs of those less fortunate 
than herself. Mrs. Hammond's acute sensitivi
ty and desire to help others have transcended 
her professional responsibilities and embrace 
volunteer work with many organizations in
cluding the American Cancer Society, the 
March of Dimes, and the Human Development 
Commission. Her rich and varied career has 
always revolved around aiding and assisting 
her fellow human beings in need. Mrs. Ham
mond's philosophy of giving to others and ex
celling in all that she undertakes serves an an 
example for all to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, I now ask my colleagues to 
please join me in congratulating Mrs. Della M. 
Hammond as she becomes the president of 
the Michigan Federation of Business and Pro
fessional Women's Clubs, Inc. I am very hon-
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ored to have had the opportunity to know this 
woman who has so greatly distinguished her
self through helping others. 

LIONS CLUB 

HON.ROBERTJ.MRAZEK 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. MRAZEK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to the members of the Port Washington, 
NY Lions Club who have contributed to im
proving services for deaf-blind people at the 
Helen Keller National Center. 

The Helen Keller National Center is the only 
national not-for-profit program which serves 
deaf-blind Americans from all 50 States. I am 
most proud to have been an active supporter 
of the Helen Keller National Center throughout 
my years in the Congress. 

It is true that a deaf and blind person 
cannot see a sunset or hear the laughter of a 
friend. However, through the efforts of the 
Port Washington Lions Club, the deaf-blind 
are acquiring more life skills and becoming 
more qualified for employment and other post
educational experiences. Because of the dedi
cation and compassion of the members of the 
Port Washington Lions Club, the deaf-blind 
are able to lead more productive lives. 

It has been said that you can judge a socie
ty by the way it deals with the people in life's 
shadows-the children, the aged, and the dis
abled. Clearly, the efforts of the Port Washing
ton Lions Club have made ours a better and 
more just society. 

RECOGNIZING EAST BRUNS-
WICK NATIONAL HONOR SOCI
ETY 

HON. JIM COURTER 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. COURTER. Mr. Speaker, it is my pleas
ure to bring to the attention of my colleagues 
the charitable contributions of the East Bruns
wick High School National Honor Society. Last 
Tuesday, the National Honor Society spon
sored its annual blood drive. The donated 
blood primarily will be used to help Danny 
Reich, an East Brunswick resident. 

In January, an Honor Society blood drive 
netted 176 units of blood, of which 135 units 
were donated by East Brunswick High School 
students and faculty. Their goal this time 
around was to exceed 200 units of blood. 

I commend the Honor Society for its much 
needed and appreciated contribution and 
know that it feels satisfied knowing of its good 
deed on behalf of the Northern New Jersey 
Blood Center. 
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GOING FOR THE GOLD 

HON. HAL DAUB 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. DAUB. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

share with my colleagues the outstanding 
achievements of five young women from Ne
braska's Second Congressional District-each 
of who decided to go for the "Gold" and got 
it. 

The "Gold" to which I refer is the Girl Scout 
Gold Award, the highest achievement that a 
Girl Scout can attain. This award represents 
the culmination of all the knowledge, skills, ex
periences, and maturing that is gained through 
years of Girl Scouting. What is unique about 
the Gold Award is its emphasis on the individ
ual: her interests, her goals, her commitment. 

Once a year on the third Sunday in May, 
the Great Plains Girl Scout Council of Omaha, 
NE, honors all the Gold Award recipients. 
Thus, on Sunday, May 18, 1986, Joanne Sa
vicky, Jeanne Galus, Robyn Barrett, and La
Nelle Woods of Omaha, NE, and Laura Laney 
of Bellevue, NE, will be formally honored for 
reaching the hallmark of their Girl Scout ca
reers. 

Much leadership, service, and hard work 
had to be done in order to master the ideals 
of the Gold Award. The efforts of these five 
bring to mind a passage from a poem by 
Robert Frost. He says: 
I shall be telling this with a sigh, 
somewhere ages and ages hence 
Two roads diverged in a wood, and I 
took the one less traveled by, 
And that has made all the difference. 

The road less traveled. It is always the 
more difficult one, but as they travel it, I am 
sure these Girl Scouts will find that the only 
barriers along the way are those that they set 
themselves-in their own minds. 

Long after these young ladies put their 
award in a scrapbook or a drawer of old treas
ures, they will continue to wear it-no longer 
pinned on a uniform-but inside, in their out
look on life, in their willingness to take on a 
new challenge, in their dedication of their 
family, their religion, and the Nation. 

HONORING POLICEMEN KILLED 
IN THE LINE OF DUTY 

HON. DOUG WALGREN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Speaker, the week of 

May 11-17 has been designated "National 
Police Week." May 15 has been designated 
"Police Memorial Day." It is a day to honor 
those gallant men and women who have 
given their lives enforcing the laws of this 
land. No one deserves greater honor for their 
sacrifices. 

In my area I wish to particularly salute six 
individuals who lost their lives in the process 
of law enforcement. Chief Gregory Adams of 
Saxonburg, Patrolman B. Connolly Jr., of Penn 
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Hills, Trooper Gary W. Fisher of the city of 
Pittsburgh, Sgt. William Schrott of Penn Hills, 
Narcotics Detective Norman Stewart of the 
city of Pittsburgh, and Officer Joseph P. Zan
ella of Verona. 

It is a tragedy that such fine young men 
must give their lives to preserve and protect 
the laws of this Nation. I wish to express my 
heartfelt sympathies and commend the fami
lies of these brave men for their courage. 
They have served us well, and their sacrifices 
are not now nor will they ever be forgotten. 

Their lives are now woven in the fabric of 
America and their contribution has become 
part of the future. 

THE FIGHT TO SAVE SOCIAL 
SECURITY 

HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

praise the activities of James Roosevelt's Na
tional Committee to Preserve Social Security 
and Medicare. 

I am sure that my colleagues have received 
thousands of letters and petitions from mem
bers of the national committee and other con
cerned Americans asking them to preserve 
their Social Security and Medicare benefits. I 
know that I have. This issue is of great impor
tance to them and to me. 

The concerns of a hundred constituents 
about Social Security and Medicare or other 
issues are important messages for any Repre
sentative. 

Recently, Mr. Roosevelt asked his members 
to sign petitions demanding action to prevent 
Medicare patients from being thrown out of 
hospitals "quicker and slicker." These peti
tioners are a valuable way for seniors to dem
onstrate to us how important Medicare quality 
care is to them. 

Letters from my constituents bring home the 
impact that our actions have on their lives. 
That is what I need to know to make effective 
decisions in their interest. I look forward to the 
opportunity to carry on a dialog with my con
stituents through this process. 

I hope that Mr. Roosevelt continues to urge 
his members to contact me frequently. This is 
what American democracy is all about. 

HONORING JOHN VAN LINDT 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to call to 

the attention of our colleagues the impending 
retirement of John Van Lindt from the New 
York State Racing Commission. 

John has been an outstanding member of 
this commission since 1979, during which time 
he has earned the respect and the admiration 
of all involved with the harness racing industry 
in New York State. 
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The racing comm1ss1on in New York is a 

highly responsible position. It is due to the dili
gence and determination of commissioners 
such as John Van Lindt that harness racing in 
New York State has achieved such an envia
ble reputation nationwide. 

John resides in Pelham, NY, with his wife 
Ida and their children. John is leaving the 
racing commission to seek fame and fortune 
in the private sector. 

To John and to his family, we wish good 
health and the best of luck in all their future 
endeavors. 

SUPERINTENDENT RUTILA TO 
RETIRE 

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

pleasure to pay tribute to Superintendent 
Robert Rutila of the Crestwood School District 
in Dearborn Heights. Superintendent Rutila is 
retiring after an exemplary career in the field 
of education. 

Bob Rutila has served the Crestwood dis
trict with enthusiasm, dedication and profes
sionalism. He was instrumental in the suc
cessful annexation of the North Dearborn 
Heights School District to Crestwood schools 
last year. He has worked to build a strong 
bond between the administrators, teachers, 
students, and the general public who were af
fected by the annexation. This bond has 
greatly diminished the apprehension and mis
givings that usually accompany this sort of de
cision. His understanding and compassion will 
be missed, as well as his concern for the 
quality of education for all children and youth. 

I congratulate Superintendent Rutila on his 
many accomplishments, and wish him a happy 
and healthy retirement. 

CONGRATULATIONS RICHARD 
LELKO 

HON. WILUAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring to 

your attention today a very important member 
of the Chicago community who will be cele
brating his birthday on May 16. Richard Lelko, 
born the son of a Polish butcher, has estab
lished his catering enterprises on good, cour
teous service and a compassionate approach 
to his customers. He has also contributed a 
great deal to the ~ommunity and is the recipi
ent of an honorary doctor of humane letters 
from Alliance College; the 1982 Humboldt 
Park "Man of the Year Award;" the 1985 Ray 
MacDonald Community Achievement Award; 
and the 1986 Copernican Award from the Co
pernicus Foundation in recognition of his dy-
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namic and enthusiastic leadership in Chica
go's Polish American society. 

Celebrating this birthday with Mr. Lelko will 
be his wife of over 30 years, his two daugh
ters, and four grandchildren. We join them and 
all of his associates in congratulating him on 
this anniversary of his birth and thanking him 
for his many contributions to the community. 

FATHER EDWARD J. KOSIK 
HONORED 

HON. WILLIAM F. CUNGER, JR. 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, Father Edward 
J. Kosik of Warren, the State chaplain of the 
Knights of Columbus of Pennsylvania, will be 
honored at a testimonial dinner in Warren on 
May 17 by the Warren Council No. 964, 
Knights of Columbus. 

Father Kosik has provided the Knights of 
Columbus of Pennsylvania with moral and 
spiritual guidance during the past 2 years 
through his articles in the Keystone Knight, 
and talks and homilies at all the State officer's 
meetings, D.O. seminars, grand knight orienta
tions as well as the State convention. All of 
this has been in addition to his continuing 
duties as pastor of Holy Redeemer Parish in 
Warren. 

I know I am joined by my colleagues in con
gratulating Father Kosik on his many years of 
civic service in our area and wishing him well 
in all his future endeavors. 
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MILITARY CHAPLAINS FAITH 

BALANCE ACT 

HON. P ARREN J. MITCHELL 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1875, the 
Military Chaplains Faith Balance Act, which 
seeks a more balanced representation of reli
gious faiths among Armed Forces chaplains. 

It is necessary to be sensitive to the reli
gious needs of those that serve in the Armed 
Forces and there is an urgent need for every 
Member of Congress to support this legisla
tion on its merits to protect the civil and reli
gious liberties of our citizens by providing 
equal representation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and my fellow cot
leagues to support unanimously this interfaith 
and nonpartisan bill, the Military Chaplains 
Faith Balance Act. We must work toward pre
serving religious freedom for all Americans
this freedom cannot be taken for granted. Ac
cordingly,· we should all be working for the 
passage of H.R. 1875. 

MISS LIDERTY 

HON. MATIHEW J. RINALDO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, a talented artist 

named Gloria Patrizio of Short Hills, NJ, has 
composed a poem celebrating the rededica
tion of the Statue of Uberty. Her poem fol
lows: 

" MISS LIBERTY" 

She stands in New York Harbor, 
A beacon light to all; 

A welcome sight to everyone 
From every port of call. 

To some, she's "Miss America," 
With beauty, grace and charms; 

To all, she stands for liberty, 
And opens wide her arms. 

Gift to us from France, 
For those who would breath free; 

We salute you now, and for all time, 
Our Statue of Liberty! 

10563 

THE 94TH BIRTHDAY OF SOPHIE 
GO LEMA 

HON. WILLIAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 13, 1986 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor an outstanding American woman who 
epitomizes the pioneering spirit which has 
helped to shape this country. Mrs. Sophie 
Golema was born in Poland on May 15, 1892, 
and emigrated to the United States by herself 
at the age of 16. She married in Chicago in 
1911 and enjoyed 52 years of marriage before 
her husband's death in 1963. Known as 
Grandma Sophie, Mrs. Golema will celebrate 
her 94th birthday with her five-generation 
family and her many friends and associates 
who love her very much. 

We join Mrs. Golema's proud family and 
friends in congratulating her on this 94th anni
versary of her birth, and we commend her for 
a life notable in its character as well as its 
length. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-11-16T11:00:31-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




